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1. Introduction
1.1

INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.) and CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations §§ 15000 et seq.).
According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of:
(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of the Draft;
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary;
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR;
(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process; and
(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.
This document contains responses to comments received on the DEIR for the Brea 265 Specific Plan during
the public review period, which began March 8, 2022, and closed April 22, 2022. This document has been
prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the independent judgment of
the Lead Agency. This document and the circulated DEIR comprise the FEIR, in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15132.

1.2

FORMAT OF THE FEIR

This document is organized as follows:

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 DEIR; 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 (A1 through A8 for letters received from government agencies, and R1 through R3 for
letters received from residents and interested parties). Individual comments have been numbered for each letter
and the letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment number.
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Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the DEIR 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 DEIR for public review.
The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of the FEIR. The City
of Brea staff has reviewed this material and determined that none of this material constitutes the type of
significant new information that requires recirculation of the DEIR 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 DEIR. 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.

1.3

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 DEIRs should be “on the sufficiency of the
document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which significant
effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional
specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined
in terms of what is reasonably feasible.… CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need
to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the
EIR.”
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments,
and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Section 15204 (d) also states, “Each responsible agency and
trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory
responsibility.” Section 15204 (e) states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to
comment on the general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused as
recommended by this section.”
In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of the written responses to public
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact report.
The responses will be forwarded with copies of this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform to the
legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs.
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2. Response to Comments
Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (City of Brea) 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 DEIR 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 DEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the DEIR text are
shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions.
The following is a list of agencies and persons that submitted comments on the DEIR during the public review
period.
Number
Reference

Commenting Person/Agency

Agencies & Organizations
A1
County of Los Angeles Fire Department
A2
Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission
A3
California Highway Patrol
A4
Orange County Transportation Authority
A5
Orange County Parks
A6
Brea-Olinda Unified School District
A7
A8

California Department of Transportation
City of Yorba Linda

Residents and Interested Parties
R1
Dennis Pritchett
R2
Marjorie Eason
R3
Hills for Everyone
R4
Vesuvius Neighborhood Community
Late Comments from Residents and Interested Parties
R5
Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters
R6
Hills for Everyone

June 2022

Date of Comment

Page No.

March 25, 2022
March 25, 2022
April 13, 2022
April 20, 2022
April 12, 2022
April 22, 2022
April 22, 2022, and April
25, 2022
April 22, 2022

2-5
2-9
2-13
2-17
2-21
2-25

no date
March 13, 2022
April 21, 2022
April 25, 2022

2-61
2-65
2-69
2-127

May 23, 2022
May 24, 2022

2-133
2-141

2-33
2-43
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GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS
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LETTER A1 – Los Angeles County Fire Department (2 pages)
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A1.

June 2022

Response to Comments from Ronald M. Durbin, Chief, Forestry Division, Prevention Services
Bureau, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, dated March 25, 2022.
A1-1

The Planning Division of the County Fire Department has no comment.

A1-2

The Land Development Unit of the County Fire Department has no comment.

A1-3

An oak tree is not known to exist in the project site. Additionally, the project site is not
within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County, and the County’s Oak Tree Ordinance
would not be applicable. No further response is necessary.

A1-4

The Health Hazardous Materials Division of the County Fire Department has no
jurisdiction in the City of Brea. No comment is provided.
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LETTER A2 – Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission (1 page)
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A2.

Response to Comments Carolyn Emery, Executive Officer, dated March 31, 2022.
A2-1

June 2022

The comment acknowledges that the Draft EIR identifies the City of Brea as the provider
of the municipal services to the project area, which includes police protection, fire
protection, solid waste, library, animal control, code enforcement, maintenance of public
facilities (e.g., roads, landscaping, street sweeping) and general government services. No
further comment is provided.
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LETTER A3 – Department of California Highway Patrol (1 page[s])
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A3.

Response to Comments from M.E. Harris, Captain, Commander, Santa Ana Area, Department
of California Highway Patrol, dated April 13, 2022.
A3-1

June 2022

As part of the traffic circulation analysis (Appendix N to the Draft EIR) any intersection
that is forecast to operate at an adverse service level, intersection improvements are
identified for implementation to maintain adequate traffic flow and to mitigate the impact
of the project, thereby off-setting the potential traffic impact of the project on traffic
congestion.
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LETTER A4 – Orange County Transportation Authority (1 page)

June 2022

Page 2-17

BREA 265 SPECIFIC PLAN FINAL EIR
CITY OF BREA

2. Response to Comments

This page intentionally left blank.

Page 2-18

PlaceWorks

BREA 265 SPECIFIC PLAN FINAL EIR
CITY OF BREA

2. Response to Comments

A4.

June 2022

Response to Comments from Charlie Larwood, Manager, Transportation Planning, Orange
County Transportation Authority, dated April 20, 2022.
A4-1

It is noted that Lambert Road, Carbon Canyon Road, and Kraemer Boulevard are
designated as Major (six-lane, divided) Arterials, and Rose Drive is designated as a Primary
(four-lane, divided) Arterial per the Master Plan of Arterial highways (MPAH). The
proposed project would not preclude the buildout of these facilities as it relates to
potential future right-of-way needs.

A4-2

As requested, the lead agency will continue to communicate with OCTA.
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A5.

June 2022

Response to Comments from Shannon Levin, Development Manager, Entitlement &
Permitting, OC Parks, dated April 12, 2022.
A5-1

The comment states that the Draft EIR includes detailed industry standard
recommendations to mitigate for these resources, and is done in a satisfactory manner to
ensure their protection. The City acknowledges that if any resources are identified during
mitigation, OC Parks archaeologists will review for accession any archaeological or
historical resources recovered.

A5-2

The comment indicates that while the Draft EIR states that there are no known fossil
localities within a mile radius of the project site, OC Parks records show there are nine
localities within a mile radius from the Fernando Formation lower Member (Tfl) and
Fernando Formation Upper Member Conglomerate (Tfuc). The comment further states
that any fossils discovered within the project area may be informative relative to
stratigraphy within Carbon Canyon Regional Park. However, the comment indicates that
the proposed fossil mitigation plan is in line with industry standards, the Draft EIR should
take note of Fernando Formation deposits in light of the nine localities. The comment is
noted and Section 5.7, Geology and Soils, of the DEIR has been modified to include the
additional information (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR).

A5-3

The project applicant has been coordinating with OC Parks and will continue to
coordinate to ensure public safety, operations, and maintenance.

A5-4

As requested, fencing along the Carbon Canyon Regional Park will be reviewed and
approved by OC Parks.
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LETTER A6 – Brea-Olinda Unified School District (5 pages)
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A6.

Response to Comments from Richard Champion, Assistant Superintendent, Business
Services, Brea-Olinda Unified School District, dated April 22, 2022.
A6-1

June 2022

The comment is correct in stating that the proposed project would provide a total of
1,100 dwelling units. However, distribution of single family detached and single family
detached units per phase stated in the comment is incorrect. As show below, the proposed
project would provide 450 low density residential and 650 medium density residential
units. These two land use categories allow both single-family attached and detached
product types; therefore, the exact number of single family attached or detached units and
the total square footages of those units are unknown, and have not yet been finalized.
Phase

Low Density Residential

Medium Density Residential

Total Dwelling Units

1
2
3
Total

210
105
135
450

143
507
0
650

353
612
135
1,100

A6-2

Comments related to student generation rates and impacts on the District schools are
noted. The comment indicated that the district-wide student impact from the proposed
project is estimated to be 369 students. The DEIR estimated district-wide impacts to be
359 students. While there is a slight discrepancy of 10 students, the development is
anticipated to be developed in phases, and the total attached and detached product type
would be determined at the time of impact fee payment. It is also noted that while there
are adequate capacities to accommodate junior high and high school students generated
from the proposed project, there is inadequate capacity for elementary school students.
Section 5.15.3, Public Services, School Facilities, has been modified to reflect the updated
information (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR).

A6-3

The comment indicates that the District is projecting an increase of enrollment
attributable to 2,035 new housing units in future years with an estimated 371 unhoused
elementary school students and 19 unhoused junior high school students. While the
inadequacy of developer fees as a source of funding for school facilities is noted, as stated
in the DEIR Section 5.15.3, School Services, compliance with the funding program
pursuant to SB 50 has been found to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts. And
the City also acknowledges that the maximum Level I school fee assessment will increase
to $4.79 per square foot for residential development beginning June 6, 2022, an increase
from the previous $4.08 per square foot. The project applicant would be required to pay
the applicable school impact fees as full and complete mitigation of the school impacts.

A6-4

The DEIR is accurate in stating that development fees authorized by SB 50 are deemed
to be full and complete school facilities mitigation. The Court of Appeal’s decision on
Chawanakee Unified School Dist. v. County of Madera (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 1016
(Chawanakee) did not reject the notion that payment of school fees satisfies all obligations
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to consider and mitigate school related impacts in an EIR. The Court of Appeal
concluded that other impacts of the project on school facilities, such as traffic, noise, and
dust impacts, are “indirect” impacts and thus not excused by SB 50 that must be analyzed
and mitigated in an EIR. The Chawanakee case found that SB 50 does not eliminate the
need for an EIR to analyze and mitigate a project’s environmental impacts on the physical
environment surrounding a school. The proposed project would result in increased
enrollment at District schools, although the District’s 2018 Facilities Master Plan identifies
various facilities needs at Olinda Elementary, Brea Junior High, and Brea Olinda High
Schools. However, those facilities needs are not necessitated by the proposed project.
Direct impacts from the proposed project would be mitigated by compliance with SB 50.
The proposed project is not anticipated to result in substantial indirect environmental
impacts such as traffic, noise, and dust, because the students would be housed within the
existing schools, and Brea Junior High and Brea Olinda High Schools have adequate
enrollment capacity to serve the proposed project. Although Olinda Elementary School
would provide inadequate enrollment capacity to serve the proposed project, the
enrollment fluctuates, and the 2018 Facilities master Plan did not identify any need for
new or modernized classroom buildings. Therefore, it would be speculative to analyze and
mitigate indirect environmental impacts from the proposed project.
A6-5
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The project applicant had multiple conversations with the District and would continue to
coordinate with the District related to the request list included in the comment letter.
However, payment of SB 50 school impact fees is a full and complete mitigation for direct
impacts of the proposed project. There is no substantial evidence that the listed items
requested as mitigation for school impacts pertain to physical environmental impacts of
the projects pursuant to CEQA and would reduce any indirect environmental impacts on
the physical surrounding of a school. No additional mitigation measures are required
under CEQA. However, as a partner in providing high-quality educational environment
for the proposed project, the project applicant will coordinate with the District.
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LETTER A7 – California Department of Transportation (6 pages)
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A7.

June 2022

Response to Comments from Scott Shelley, Branch Chief, Regional-LDR-Transit Planning,
dated April 22, 2022, and April 25, 2022.
A7-1

Comment provides introduction and description of the proposed project. However, the
comment includes project description from the Notice of Preparation (NOP) issued on
December 14, 2018, and not the slightly modified project description included in the
Notice of Availability (NOA) on March 8, 2022. As stated in the NOA and the Draft EIR,
at buildout, the proposed project would provide up to 450 low-density units and 650
medium-density units—a total of 1,100 units with an overall average density of 4.2
dwelling units per acre. The maximum density for Low Density Residential (LDR) would
be 6.0 du/ac and for Medium Density Residential (MDR) would be 12.0 du/ac. The
maximum of 1,100 residential units would include 76 affordable housing units in
accordance with the proposed Development Agreement and 1,024 market rate units. The
proposed project also provides up to 15.1 acres of parks/recreations uses, 47.5 acres of
open space, and 2.0 acres of rights-of-way.

A7-2

Comment acknowledged. Although the proposed project would provide a gated
community east of Valencia Avenue and Rose Drive, the proposed recreational amenities,
including the sports park and the staging area park, and an extensive trail network that
connects to existing trail and bikeway systems, would be open to the public for a more
equitable transportation system for all. The proposed project includes 1,024 market-rate
units and 76 affordable housing units. The proposed project would not discriminate
against race or other under-served groups. The DEIR provides an assessment of the
physical environmental impacts of the proposed project, and including a discussion on
equity in the DEIR is not required. However, Caltrans request for the inclusion of an
equity discussion within the Brea 265 Specific Plan will be forwarded to the City’s decision
makers for consideration.

A7-3

Comment acknowledged. OCTA provides multiple transit opportunities in the area.
Additionally, the City of Brea provides accessible sidewalks, crosswalks and bike facilities
within the vicinity of the site. Therefore, the means for alternative modes of travel are
available to this project as well as others in the surrounding community. Currently, there
are no OCTA bus service to the Brea 265 site, however, as the proposed project is
developed it is expected that routes may be added. The proposed project has identified
three (3) potential transit stops, for which the project applicant would be required to work
with the City and OCTA to gain approval. These three potential transit stop locations are
shown on revised Figure 3-3, Circulation Plan (See Appendix A, Updated DEIR Figures in
this FEIR). The proposed project would also include a network of trails and bike paths
to promote safe and accessible multimodal transportation options.

A7-4

Comment acknowledged. The City of Brea will continue to coordinate with OCTA for
opportunities to enhance multimodal transit strategies.
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A7-5

Comment acknowledged.

A7-6

Comment acknowledged. The following information regarding “Essentials of Bike
Parking” guidance document created by the Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle
Professionals (link to online PDF: https://www.apbp.org/Publications) has been
forwarded to the project applicant for consideration.

A7-7

Comment acknowledged. The City and the project applicant will coordinate with Caltrans
Project Management during the plan preparation and construction of the project to
ensure traffic circulation impacts on SR-142 and/or SR-90 are considered and minimized.

A7-8 through 12
Comment noted. The City and the project applicant will be required to
comply with Caltrans Encroachment Permit Process and project submittal requirements
for improvements within the State Rights-of-Way as described in the comments.
A7-13

Comment noted. A separate comment letter from Traffic Operations Unit has been
submitted on April 25, 2022, and is included below.

A7-14

The City will continue to keep Caltrans informed of the project and any future
developments that could potentially impact state transportation facilities.

Response to Caltrans Comment Letter Dated April 25, 2022, from Traffic Operations:
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A7-15

The traffic study (Appendix N to the DEIR) identifies improvements along SR-142 and
SR-90 at intersections and/or roadway segments that the proposed project will either
implement traffic-related project design features or have an impact, for which the
proposed project may be expected to pay a fair share/local fee to cover the project’s fair
share of the full construction costs needed to implement these improvements or
implement as a condition of approval. These improvements will require Caltrans approval
via the existing typical permit process. As such, Caltrans will be made aware and the City
and the project applicant will be required to work with Caltrans on implementing these
improvements along with any other items Caltrans deems necessary.

A7-16

Based on the HCM method of analysis required by Caltrans when evaluating traffic
operations at intersections under the State’s jurisdiction, the proposed project will not
have an impact on any of the intersections identified in the comment (SR 90/ SR-57 NB
offramp intersection, SR-90/Associated Road intersection, and SR 90/Kraemer Blvd
intersection). Therefore, no nexus has been established to the requested improvements at
the proposed project, and the requested safety improvements at these intersections are
not required. However, Caltrans request has been noted and will be forwarded to the City’s
decision makers for consideration.

A7-17

Comment acknowledged. The proposed project will either maintain and/or construct
sidewalks along its project frontage to help eliminate gaps in pedestrian circulation.
Additionally, any intersection that has proposed improvements identified will be upgraded
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to current ADA standards along with upgrades to pedestrian signal countdown heads.
However, the requested sidewalk improvements, non-standard ADA curb ramps and
upgrades to pedestrian signal heads to countdown type, where necessary, on Route 142
and Route 90 (between SR-57 and Yorba Linda City limits) were not identified in the
traffic study as required improvements to reduce transportation impacts of the proposed
project, therefore, no nexus has been established. However, the request has been
forwarded to the City’s decision makers for consideration.
A7-18

June 2022

As requested, the City will continue to notify Caltrans of this project and any future
developments that could potentially impact state transportation facilities.
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LETTER A8 – City of Yorba Linda (7 pages)

June 2022
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A8.

June 2022

Response to Comments from David Brantley, Community Development Director, City of
Yorba Linda, dated April 22, 2022.
A8-1a

The vehicle miles traveled utilized in the energy assessment is a value taken directly from
the same emissions modeling (CalEEMod) used to quantify the GHG emissions shown
in Table 5.8-6 on page 5.8-25 of the DEIR. The 83,659 VMT highlighted by Commenter
represents the daily VMT for a weekday only. However, the proposed project would
generate different average daily trips (ADT) between a weekday, Saturday, and Sunday,
which would also result in different VMT for each of these days. As stated on page 5.822 of the DEIR, the proposed project would generate 9,351 weekday ADTs, 12,389
Saturday ADTs, and 10,333 Sunday ADTs. Applying the average trip distance of 8.95
miles per trip results in total daily VMT of 83,659 VMT per weekday, 110,838 VMT per
Saturday, and 92,444 VMT per Sunday and annual VMT of 21,751,272 weekday VMT
(260 days), 5,763,587 Saturday VMT (52 days), and 4,807,099 Sunday VMT (52 days). The
combined total annual weekday, Saturday, and Sunday VMT equates to 32,321,958 VMT
per year and is consistent with the VMT used for the energy assessment. Per CalEEMod
methodology, the model assumes 260 weekdays, 52 Saturdays, and 52 Sundays per year.

A8-1b

The VMT analysis was prepared consistent with the City of Brea adopted VMT analysis
methodology as published in the City of Brea Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA)
Guidelines (dated September 2020), and based on coordination efforts with City staff, the
proposed project’s Socio Economic Data (SED) was added on top of the TAZ SED to
assess the potential VMT impact of the project. This approach accounts for internal
capture and the synergy between all the land uses within the TAZ and is an approved
methodology to assess the VMT of Non-Screened Development.

A8-1c

Based on discussions with City staff and the project applicant, it was determined that the
proposed sports park would be local serving and serve as an extension of the existing
Brea Sports Park, which serves the local area on a regular basis. As such, the proposed
sport park would screen-out as it falls under the “local park” category. As shown on the
DEIR Figure 3-11, Sports Park, proposed project includes one new soccer field (225’ x
330’) and one baseball field (285’) as well as other park amenities, however, the traffic
study assumed six soccer fields as a conservative analysis. The soccer field also does not
provide bleachers to attract a large number of spectators in a regional scale. There is no
substantial evidence that this local serving park could be a regional draw hosting regional
tournaments.

A8-1d

The project description included in the VMT Analysis(Appendix O to the DEIR) states
that the project site would allow for a fire station and police substation on a 1.0-acre site
on the northwest corner of Lambert Road and Valencia Avenue. The DEIR Chapter 3,
Project Description, indicates this 1-acre site would be a public safety/civic use. The exact
type of land use has not been determined, and it would be a public safety and civic use
related uses that would be considered a local serving use. The fire station/police station
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or public safety/civic use is a local serving use which falls under the “community
institution” category and thus has been screened out of further VMT analysis consistent
with the City of Brea TIA Guidelines.
A8-1e

As stated in Appendix O, VMT Analysis, the proposed project is consistent the adopted
2020-2045 RTP/SCS. Because the AQMP strategy is based on projections from local
general plans, projects that are consistent with the local general plan are considered
consistent with the RTP/SCS. Page 5.17-36 of the DEIR (Section 5.17, Transportation)
states “The proposed project’s consistency with the 2020 SCAG RTP/SCS, Connect SoCal,
is detailed in Table 5.11-3, SCAG’s Connect SoCal Consistency Analysis, of Section 5.11, Land
Use and Planning. The goals of Connect SoCal are related to housing, transportation,
technologies, equity, and resilience. As mentioned in Section 5.11, Land Use and Planning,
the proposed project would result in a walkable community within walking distance to
commercial, office, education, and recreational opportunities, and is therefore consistent
with Connect SoCal.”
Furthermore, as described under Impact 5.14-1 (Section 5.14, Population and Housing), the
anticipated population growth of 3,102 residents associated with the proposed project
would be within the assumed population growth under the Brea General Plan. Assuming
an average of 2.82 residents per unit, consistent with the household size reported in the
City’s 2021-2029 housing element, construction of 1,100 units would result in an increase
of 3,102 residents. The current population in Brea is 45,629, therefore, the proposed
project would increase the city’s population to 48,731 residents. The City’s General Plan
projected that the population in the city may increase to 50,483 at General Plan buildout.
Therefore, an increase of 3,102 residents from the existing population would be within
the City’s planned growth. The City’s housing element also considered that the
development of 1,100 units on the project site contributed to addressing Brea’s housing
needs, and the land use element estimated that over 2,500 units can be accommodated in
the Brea’s sphere of influence. The proposed project would annex 219.1 acres of the city’s
SOI. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan, therefore,
is considered consistent with the RTP/SCS.
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A8-1f

Comment noted. The methodology used is appropriate and consistent with the City of
Brea TIA Guidelines since the VMT threshold used is the Citywide VMT. Further, the
guidelines don’t stipulate using a different boundary, but state “..a different boundary may
[emphasis added] be more applicable.”

A8-1g

The project site does not extend into the City of Yorba Linda. The entire project site is
with the City of Brea. However, as commented, the southern portion of the project site
falls within TAZ 168. TAZ 168 is within a low VMT area (0 to 15% below City average)
as shown in Appendix A, City of Brea Low VMT Areas, which is Attachment C Low VMT
Area Map in the City of Brea Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines (dated
September 2020). Based on this, the southern portion of the project screens out of a full
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VMT analysis. Further, to provide a more conservative analysis, this portion of the project
site was included in TAZ 53 and a full VMT analysis was conducted. Based on a full VMT
analysis it was determined that there would not be a significant VMT impact. Figure 1 of
the VMT Analysis (Appendix O to the DEIR) has been updated to show that the entire
project site is in the City of Brea. The updated Figure 1, Vicinity Map, to the VMT
Analysis (Appendix O to the DEIR) is included as Appendix B to this FEIR.

June 2022

A8-1h

The project site is in the City of Brea, therefore, as the lead agency, the City used the City’s
VMT guidelines to address VMT impacts.

A8-1i

The recommended addition of travel lanes is consistent with the City’s General Plan, thus
not requiring additional VMT analyses. Further, since the City of Brea TIA Guidelines do
not discuss “Transportation Projects,” the OPR Technical Advisory was referenced.
According to the OPR Technical Advisory; “Addition of an auxiliary lane of less than one
mile in length designed to improve roadway safety” would not likely lead to a substantial
or measurable increase in vehicle travel, and therefore should not require an induced travel
analysis. It should be noted that recommended through lane improvements at Rose Drive
and Vesuvius Drive/Project Driveway D (#15) and Associated Road at Imperial Highway
(#18) (PPP T-5 in DEIR Section 5.17, Transportation) which would improve travel through
these two intersections are less than one mile in length, and hence does not require in
induce travel analysis

A8-1j

The Project Design Features outlined in Section 2.3.1 of the traffic study (included as
Appendix N to the DEIR) are included as PPP T-2 along the frontage of the project site
will be less than one mile in length and would improve roadway safety for all users.
Therefore, as stated above in Response A8-1i, according to the OPR Technical Advisory,
an induced travel analysis into required.

A8-2a

The project site does not extend into the City of Yorba Linda. The entire project site is
with the City of Brea. Figure 1 of the VMT Analysis (Appendix O to the DEIR) has been
updated to show that the entire project site is in the City of Brea. The updated Figure 1,
VMT Analysis Vicinity Map, to the VMT Analysis (Appendix O to the DEIR) is included
as Appendix B to this FEIR.

A8-2b

The CEQA process is required to consider VMT for traffic impacts, inclusive of potential
impacts to public transit, pedestrian facilities and travel, and bicycle facilities and travel. Given
the Project is located within the City of Brea and is the Lead Agency, only an assessment of
facilities within the City is required per the City’s guidelines; an evaluation of active
transportation and public transit facilities outside the City is not necessary to assess the VMT
impacts of the Project. Currently, there are no OCTA bus service to the Brea 265 site,
however, as the Project is developed it is expected that routes may be added. The proposed
project has identified three (3) potential transit stops, for which the project applicant would
be required to work with the City and OCTA to gain approval.
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A8-2c

The project description included in the Traffic Study (Appendix N to the DEIR) states
that the project site would allow for a fire station and police substation on a 1.0-acre site
on the northwest corner of Lambert Road and Valencia Avenue. The DEIR Chapter 3,
Project Description, indicates that this 1-acre site would be a public safety/civic use. The
exact type of land use has not been determined and it would be speculative to assess any
potential traffic generation from this site. The City of Brea does not currently have any
plans to increase its full-time police and/or fire personnel. A separate environmental
review will be conducted to determine if the proposed use and development of the site
would trigger the need for an LOS study before the 1-acre site is developed. Furthermore,
the trips associated with a fire/police substation would generate a nominal number of
trips to the street system during the AM and PM peak hours. As such, including these as
part of the trip generation would have little to no effect on the findings documented in
the traffic study. No change to the traffic analysis is warranted.

A8-2d

The CEQA process is required to consider VMT for transportation/traffic impacts; Level
of Service (LOS) is specifically not to be the metric by which transportation impacts are
to be assessed. For consistency with the City of Brea’s General Plan, LOS analysis has
been conducted at locations primarily within the City of Brea boundaries per the
requirements of the City of Brea. The City does not require LOS analysis at intersections
outside of their jurisdiction to confirm another jurisdiction’s consistency with their
General Plan or identify potential improvements within a neighboring City. Further, the
City of Brea has no mechanism for implementing improvements in adjacent jurisdiction.
As such, no additional LOS analysis is necessary.

A8-2e

See Response to A8-2d.

A8-2f

See Response to A8-2d.

A8-2g

An annual growth rate of 1% per year is considered to be a typical industry-wide standard
used in Orange County. However, review of OCTAM 5.0, the street system within the
City of Brea generally falls below 1% per year when comparing existing plots to buildout
plots. As such, a 1% annual growth rate per year is considered conservative, therefore, no
changes to the traffic study are necessary.

A8-2h

Existing peak hour factors (PHF) were applied to existing conditions level of service
HCM analysis. Additionally, a heavy vehicle factor of 2% trucks was applied to the HCM
methodology.

A8-2i

As stated in the traffic report, a select zone model run was prepared at the scoping process
with the City of Brea. At that time the most current model was OCTAM 4.0. This select
zone was then refined based on discussions with the City of Brea and professional
engineering judgment. With the release of the OCTAM 5.0 model the anticipated project
distributions are assumed to remain unchanged. Select zone plots can be provided if
requested.
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A8-2j

Comment noted. The use of one blended distribution pattern for the project is consistent
with standard engineering practice, especially when there is one use that is substantially
larger than the other components. As such, no changes to the distribution pattern are
necessary.

A8-2k

Project distribution patterns were reviewed by both LLG and the City of Brea traffic
department. As such, the identified distribution patterns are considered adequate and
representative of the Project, and therefore no changes to the distribution pattern are
necessary.

A8-2l

As stated in Section 3.6 of the traffic study, LOS E is an acceptable LOS at the SR-57
Ramps and Imperial Highway which is consistent with the OC CMP. However, to be
conservative and provide consistency with the City of Brea guidelines, Section 7.0
identifies LOS D as the threshold for comparison. Additionally, the first column of all the
LOS tables identifies the minimum acceptable LOS for which to compare against. All
locations identify LOS D as the threshold. As such, no changes to the traffic study are
necessary.

A8-2m

Related project research was completed for development projects within the City of Yorba
Linda and City of Placentia. At the time of our research, there were no related projects
found within a two-mile radius and/or large enough of a traffic generator that would add
a substantial amount of trips within the vicinity of the proposed Project.

A8-2n

The purpose of the traffic study is to compare the proposed project against the City of
Brea Genera Plan to identify if it’s consistent. Therefore, the procedures that were used
to develop the General Plan were also used to forecast buildout conditions for a true
“apples-to-apples” comparison. Regardless, per Table 1-2 of the NCHRP Report 765,
turning movement and directional distribution procedures based off the NCHRP Report
255 are still valid. Therefore, the forecasting application is considered valid and no changes
to the traffic study are necessary.

A8-2o

Fair share calculations for opening are identified at locations where the pre-project traffic
conditions were already operating at adverse levels. As such, the project would contribute
to this adverse condition, ultimately requiring the project to pay it’s share towards the
identified improvements. For the intersection of Associated Road at Imperial Highway
the project may be required to pay for the entire improvement. However, it should be
noted that this location falls within the jurisdiction of Caltrans and would require
coordination between the City of Brea and Caltrans regarding the feasibility of any
improvements

A8-2p

See Response A8-2d and R4-1. The City of Brea will collaborate with both the City of
Yorba Linda and City of Placentia and work collectively towards making improvements
along Rose Drive south of Vesuvius Drive to improve traffic flow and enhance safety and
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic needs in addition to vehicular traffic needs.
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A8-3a

Figure 3-6, Nonvehicular Circulation Plan, of the DEIR shows potential future access to the
existing trails in the Carbon Canyon Park. Vista Verde Trails would be one of the trails
that existing trails in the Carbon Canyon Park could lead to via various other trails. The
comment provides no data on existing trail users that access the Vista Verde Tails from
the Carbon Canyon Park nor any data on physical impacts from trail users to Vista Verde
Trail that could be quantified to establish a nexus to the proposed project. The City of
Brea is also unaware of any data that reliably attribute significant impacts to trail or park
users in Yorba Linda to visitors from specific geographic regions, such as trail connections
in Carbon Canyon Park and the City of Brea. Accordingly, any assertion that the project’s
proposed increase in future residents might result in significant adverse effects on extrajurisdictional trails and open space (either directly or indirectly) has no support and would
be speculative. The Final EIR need only assess impacts for which substantial evidence
exists.

A8-3b

The comment does not specify how the lack of a programmed access point from the
southern side of the development along Blake Road to the Vista Del Verde Trail will result
in adverse physical impacts for Yorba Linda. The comment fails to establish a nexus to
the proposed project and lacks substantial evidence to support the claim.

A8-4a

As shown in DEIR Section 5.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, Table 5.10-2, Existing and
Proposed 10-Year Runoff Conditions, the proposed 10-year storm runoff with a detention
basin discharged to the existing storm drain system is 85.3 cfs, which is below the existing
condition level of 90.0 cfs. The proposed project includes detention facilities. There is no
reasonable condition that could worsen the impact to stofm facilities on Rose Drive
downstream.

A8-4b

The existing 36” CMP was designed in 1961 and is currently maintained by the City of
Brea. Based on the as-built Carbon Canyon Channel Improvement Plan, sheet 79 of 102,
and the current field survey information by Hunsaker and Associates (H&A), the existing
36” CMP has adequate capacity to safely convey the 10-year storm runoff produced from
the proposed development.

A8-4c

The project applicant contacted the Orange County Public Works (OCPW) and
confirmed that segment of E03 is not an Orange County Flood Control District facility
and is maintained by the City of Brea. OCPW confirmed that approval from OCPW is
not needed.

A8-4d

Secondary overflow and maintenance will be provided for all proposed water quality and
detention basins.

A8-4e

The excess storm runoff produced from the development will be detained in the
proposed detention basin to be below the level of existing condition as presented in
calculations and exhibits included in the Hydrology Report. The proposed storm runoff
produced from the Southeast Drainage Area will be discharged directly to the Carbon
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Canyon Channel and not connected to any storm drain system in the City of Yorba Linda,
and therefore, there won’t be any impact to the existing drainage facilities in the City of
Yorba Linda.

June 2022

A8-5

The project site is located at the edge of the VHFHSZ boundaries bordered by nonVHFHSZ area to the south and west. A wildfire event would likely to start in Chino Hills
State Park, in which case Carbon Canyon Road going east would likely to be closed. The
City of Yorba Linda is not in the VHFHZ. As stated in DEIR Section 5.20, Wildfire,
Impact 520-1, “Although the proposed project would increase the traffic volumes in the
area, various roadway improvements would be provided to reduce roadway impacts within
the City of Brea’s jurisdiction to ensure that increased traffic does not delay traffic in the
project area.” As part of the traffic circulation analysis (Appendix N to the Draft EIR)
any intersection that is forecast to operate at an adverse service level, intersection
improvements are identified for implementation to maintain adequate traffic flow and to
mitigate the impact of the project, thereby off-setting the potential traffic impact of the
project on traffic congestion. Therefore, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed
project will significantly impact Yorba Linda residents’ ability to evacuate during a fire
event. Again, the City of Yorba Linda is not in the VHFHZ, and the proposed project
would not exacerbate the existing wildfire evacuation concerns of the Yorba Linda
residents.

A8-6

The City of Brea will provide written responses to the City of Yorba Linda’s comments
no later than 10 days prior to the City Council meeting when the proposed project will be
considered for a decision. The City of Brea will also inform any public meetings and/or
hearings for the proposed project.
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June 2022

RESIDENT AND INTERESTED PARTIES COMMENTS
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R1.

June 2022

Response to Comments from Dennis Pritchett, no date.
R1-1

As stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in significant and
unavoidable GHG emissions impacts even with incorporation of Mitigation Measures
GHG-1 and GHG-2. The language for Mitigation Measure GHG-1 has been revised to
state that electricity will be the primary source of energy, not the only source of energy.
Therefore, gas meter connection would be provided. The modified mitigation language is
to provide an alternative option in case of electricity failures and not to provide permanent
energy source. The modified language in Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would not
substantially increase the GHG emissions as described in the Draft EIR. A Statement of
Overriding Considerations will be prepared in conjunction with the significant and
unavoidable GHG emissions impacts. CEQA allows that if the specific economic, legal,
social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental
benefits, of a proposal project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects,
the adverse environmental effects may be considered "acceptable."

R1-2

A water supply assessment (WSA) has been prepared for the project, and is included in
Appendix Q to the Draft EIR. As analyzed in Section 5.19, Utilities and Service Systems,
Impact 5.19-2, there would be sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years.

R1-3

As discussed in Section 5.17, Transportation, pursuant to Senate Bill 743, CEQA evaluates
significance of transportation impacts using the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metrics, not
in terms of auto delay (traffic congestion). However, a traffic study has been prepared for
the project that reviews level of service (LOS) impacts of the project, and is included in
Appendix N to the DEIR. As described in this traffic study, traffic congestion impacts
during AM and PM peak hours were evaluated along Imperial Highway, Birch Street, and
Lambert/Carbon Canyon Road and various roadway improvements would be provided
and traffic impact fees would be paid to minimize traffic congestion resulting from the
proposed project. The traffic study accounted for future on-street conditions by including
a total of 33 related projects list as shown in Table 6-1, Location and Description of Cumulative
Projects, and Figure 6-1, Location of Cumulative Projects, of the traffic study (Appendix N to
the DEIR), and the DEIR Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Table 4-1, Related Cumulative
Projects. It should be noted that according to the changes to the CEQA Guidelines
pursuant to SB 743, automobile delay, as measured by a LOS and other similar metrics,
generally no longer constitute a significant environmental impact under CEQA.

R1-4

As discussed in the DEIR Section 5.15.2, Police Protection, the proposed project would
result in increased demands for police services, including staffing needs. Therefore, in
addition to the required dispatch impact fees and other development impact fees, the
project applicant would pay special assessment fees to provide adequate training and
equipment for Brea Police Department. The proposed project also reserved a site for new
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public safety/civic uses facility to be developed by the City in the future. No further
analysis related to police services is necessary.

Page 2-64

R1-5

As discussed in the DEIR Section 5.15.3, School Services, the proposed project would
increase the number of students attending area schools. However, the increased demand
for school facilities would be accommodated through the payment of development fees.
The funding program established by SB 50 has been found by the legislature to constitute
“full and complete mitigation of the impacts” on the provision of adequate school
facilities (Government Code Section 65995(h)). Furthermore, the traffic conditions at
each respective schools are managed by the Brea-Olinda Unified School District
(BOUSD) and there is no substantial evidence that incremental increase in student
enrollments at Olida Elementary, Brea Junior High and Brea Olinda High Schools would
create some very challenging traffic situations, making the situation worse. The comment
is noted and will be provided to the City’s Planning Commission and City Council.

R1-6

The proposed project would provide 76 affordable housing units (6.9 percent) not 64 units
(5.8 percent). Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2 and 15131, CEQA analyzes
changes in the baseline physical environment and physical environmental impacts of a
project. The number of affordable housing units would not result in substantial physical
environmental impacts that require further analysis. The comment is noted and will be
provided to the City of Brea Planning Commission and City Council.

R1-7

Comment provides an opinion and no new specific comments pertaining to the DEIR
are provided. The comment is noted and will be provided to the City of Brea Planning
Commission and City Council.
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LETTER R2 – Marjorie Eason (1 page)

June 2022
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R2.

June 2022

Response to Comments from Marjorie Eason, dated March 13, 2022.
R2-1

When determining the need for protect left-turn phasing along Rose Drive multiple
factors come into play such as volumes, accident history and level of service results.
Review of the traffic volumes making a left-turn from Rose Drive onto Vesuvius Drive in
combination with the conflicting through movement shows that it does not exceed the
guidance within the MUTCD for protected phasing. In addition, accident data was
reviewed over the past 5 years, of which, only one accident was report that was susceptible
to correction via the installation of protect phasing along Rose Drive. Lastly, with the
identified improvements at this location, Rose Drive at Vesuvius Drive operates at
acceptable service levels with permissive phasing. Based on all of the above information,
protected phasing is not required. However, if the City deems it necessary, protected
phasing could be implemented along Rose Drive with minimal effects on service levels.
Any potential change to the existing traffic signal phasing would be addressed at the design
phase of this intersection and would conform to the City’s Public Works standards. The
commentator’s concern is noted and has been forwarded to the City’s decision makers for
consideration.

R2-2

The proposed expansion of Rose Drive along the project frontage as well as the
collaborative efforts between the Cities of Brea, Yorba Linda and Placentia in an effort to
achieve a 4-lane cross section would increase flow and help evacuation times. Although
the proposed project would increase the traffic volumes in the area, various roadway
improvements would be provided to reduce roadway impacts within the City of Brea’s
jurisdiction to ensure that increased traffic does not delay traffic in the project area.
Furthermore, during the development review and permitting process, an overall Fire
Master Plan will be prepared and approved by the Brea Fire Department so that adequate
emergency access is provided for the proposed project without creating additional hazards
to surrounding areas.

R2-3

The proposed project would provide 76 affordable housing within the project site.
However, they will not be senior housing. The comment is noted and will be provided to
the City of Brea Planning Commission and City Council.

R2-4

On Figure 3-3, Aerial Photograph, the surrounding area outside of the project site is shown
in gray just to emphasize the boundary of the project site, not to suggest that the area is
not important.
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LETTER R3 – Hills for Everyone (43 pages)

June 2022
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R3.

Response to Comments from Gabriel M.B. Ross, Carmen J. Borg, AICP, Urban Planner,
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP for Hills for Everyone, dated April 21, 2022.
R3-1

The comment provides an overview of the comments included in the letter. The concerns
regarding the increased use of the State’s parkland is addressed in Response R3-4; the
concern regarding the project’s impact on bio resources including Burrowing Owls and
the loss of coastal sage scrub habitat are addressed Response R3-5; and the concerns
regarding the removal and disposal of contaminated soils are addressed in Response R36 and R3-7.

R3-2

The comment provides introduction and background. No specific comments are provided
and no response is necessary.

Project Description in Terms of the Development Agreement
R3-3

Under CEQA, an agency must consider the environmental effects of a project before it
grants approval. As noted on Page 3-59 of the Draft EIR, the applicant and the City are
seeking to enter into a development agreement which “establishes vesting of development
rights and entitlements and identifies project improvements, timing of improvements, and
the responsibilities and rights of both the City and the project applicant.” Requirements
of the development agreement that could result in physical impacts on the environment,
such as expansion of the Sports Park and other infrastructure improvements, have been
appropriately addressed throughout the EIR. Other provisions, such as payment of fees,
or general provisions which have not adequately been defined or designed, have not been
addressed because it would be too speculative to do so at this time. However, those
provisions will be subject to CEQA review before they can be implemented. This
approach is consistent with relevant case law on the subject. [see Concerned McCloud
Citizens v. McCloud Community Services District (Jan. 2, 2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 181] In
Concerned McCloud Citizens, the court decided a CEQA challenge to an agency's
agreement with Nestle for future sale of spring water and development of a water bottling
facility. In approving the agreement with Nestle, the agency did not apply CEQA,
although the agreement itself provides numerous terms for the financing of facilities,
volumes of water to be sold, and related details of the project. The agency relied on a
section of the agreement which expressly stated that each parties' obligations were
"conditioned on [the agency] and [Nestle] completing...proceedings under CEQA for the
Project...." Thus, the agency argued that CEQA compliance could be deferred until the
details of the project were finalized according to the agreement's terms.
While the plaintiffs argued that such deferral violated CEQA's requirement that
environmental review be applied "as early in the planning process as possible," the third
appellate district disagreed. The court held that CEQA could be deferred until further
details of the project were determined, such as final design for facilities, facility locations,
and similar project elements. Such elements would be reviewed in conjunction with
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Nestle's applications for permits and entitlements, and need not be reviewed in connection
with the agency's approval of the agreement.
This result provides flexibility for agencies, allowing them to finalize agreements with
developers and property owners while deferring actual CEQA review to later stages, when
actual permit applications are filed for development. In addition, this result allows
agencies to "lock in" their agreement over key terms for a project without having to apply
CEQA, leaving the "details" open for future discussion and CEQA review.
It should be noted that the Draft Development Agreement is available for review at the
City of Brea Community Development Department, 1 Civic Center Cir, Brea, CA 92821.
Recreation
R3-4

Impacts to Recreation related to the proposed project are fully analyzed in Section 5.16
of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, the proposed project would add approximately 3,102
residents to the city, creating demands for various recreational facilities such as
neighborhood and regional parks. However, the proposed project includes construction
of a 13-acre sports park and 2.1-acre staging area park, a network of bicycle and pedestrian
trails, and 47.5 acres of open space and trails, for a total of 62.6 acres of park/recreation
and open space area. The proposed project would provide adequate parklands within the
project site to minimize additional demands to the existing recreational facilities within
the city.
The Brea Municipal Code Section 18.64.080 establishes the subdivision regulations for
the provision of park and recreational facilities through land dedication, installation of
improvements, payment of in-lieu fees, or a combination. Municipal Code Section
18.64.080 requires the land dedication ratio of 5 acres per 1,000 population and sets the
population density at 3.5 persons per single-family dwelling unit and 2.0 persons per
multifamily dwelling unit.2 The proposed project would provide 450 Low Density
Residential (LDR) units at a density range of 1.0 to 6.0 dwelling units per acre (du/ac) and
650 Medium Density Residential (MDR) units at a density range of 6.1 to 12 du/ac,
including 76 affordable housing units. Based upon the proposed 1,024 single-family
residential units and 76 multifamily residential units, a minimum of 18.68 acres of parks
and recreational facilities are required to be provided in Brea 265 to satisfy the dedication
requirement of 5 acres per 1,000 population.
The proposed project would provide 15.1 acres of park and recreation areas and 47.5
acres of open space and trails. Therefore, the proposed project would exceed the
minimum requirement of 18.68 acres of parks and recreation facilities (PPP REC-1). The
13-acre Sports Park amenities are illustrated on Figure 3-11, Sports Park, which includes a
lighted baseball field, soccer field, tennis courts, a full basketball court, warmup field, and
restrooms with a drinking fountain. The 2.1-acre Staging Area Park is illustrated on Figure
3-10, Staging Area Park, and it accommodates a dual-tread multipurpose trail, shade

Page 2-114

PlaceWorks

BREA 265 SPECIFIC PLAN FINAL EIR
CITY OF BREA

2. Response to Comments

structure with picnic tables, restroom with drinking fountain, parking, and bike racks. The
proposed parks and trails in the open space areas would be publicly accessible and
privately maintained by HOAs. Other recreational facilities such as clubhouses and
swimming pools would be privately accessible and maintained. The publicly accessible
parks and trails in the open space areas will receive 100 percent credit toward fulfilling the
parkland dedication requirement, and the privately accessible recreational facilities will
receive 50 percent credit.
Overall, the proposed project would add an additional 62.6 acres of public parks, open
space, and trails to the city, providing parklands and open space that exceeds the
established parkland standard of 5 acres per 1,000 population. The city already provides
21.48 acres of parkland and recreational facilities per 1,000 population, and the proposed
project would not adversely affect this ratio.
With regards to potential impacts to regional and state facilities, the comment provides
no data on physical impacts from recreational visitor use to open space areas that
establishes a nexus to the proposed project, nor does the comment identify a means by
which mitigation for such impacts, if any, of the proposed project could be quantified.
The City of Brea is unaware of any data that reliably attribute significant impacts to Chino
Hills State Park to visitors from specific geographic regions, such as the City of Brea.
Accordingly, any assertion that the project’s proposed increase in future residents might
result in significant adverse effects on extra-jurisdictional open space (either directly or
indirectly) has no support and would be speculative. The Final EIR need only assess
impacts for which substantial evidence exists.
Biological Resources
R3-5A

The comment asserts that the DEIR presents outdated survey data and incomplete
information in its analysis related to Burrowing Owls, therefore the surveys should be
updated to ensure accurate data and include non-breeding surveys.
Additional Surveys for Burrowing Owl were not conducted due to lack of suitable
burrows on the site. During the focused surveys conducted during the breeding season in
2018, no burrows were detected within the survey area. Burrowing owl require ground
squirrel or other similar sized (minimum of four-inch diameter) burrows or artificial
structures such as culverts in the absence of other suitable animal burrows for refugia and
breeding. Burrows or similar structures are necessary for burrowing owl during both the
breeding-season survey and winter-season. The DEIR Section 5.4, Biological Resources,
Table 5.4-1, Summary of Biological Surveys for the Project Site, indicated that focused Burrowing
Owl surveys were conducted on April 9, May 25, and July 3, 2018 by Jeff Ahrens from
Glenn Lukos Associates (GLA). The absence of burrows was confirmed through a review
of GLA field notes from April 9, 2018, which indicated that the site contained no burrows
as excerpted from the following entry in the field notes: “Largely unvegetated flats. No
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burrows.” The lack of burrows on the site renders the site unsuitable for burrowing owl
and thus it was not necessary to conduct additional surveys, including winter season
surveys. In addition to the lack of burrows, a number of other factors also render the site
generally unsuitable for burrowing owl specifically, the limited area of unvegetated flats
and the fact that the site is fully surrounded by development including two significant
roadways, one of which is a SR 142/Lambert Road, that bisects the survey area and which
exhibits substantial vehicle traffic.
Extent of Unvegetated Flats
Below Exhibit A, Burrowing Owl Survey Area Map, depicts the burrowing owl survey area
of which approximately 78 acres represents unvegetated flats that would be suitable for
burrowing owl based on topography and vegetative cover; however, as noted, the area
lacks burrows which renders that site unsuitable. As discussed below, an area of
approximately 78 acres, that is surrounded by development or other land cover types not
suitable for burrowing owl, is not sufficient for long-term persistence of burrowing owl.

Exhibit A

Specifically, studies conducted on burrowing owl home ranges indicate territories are
much larger than the project site which covers approximately 78 acres. Dr. Peter Bloom,
in addressing burrowing owl territorial requirements summarized the results of studies
conducted in central and northern California (Rosenberg and Haley 2004) and Rosenberg
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et al. 2009) respectively. Dr. Bloom reported that mean breeding home ranges, when
converted to acres total 437 acres (or 177 hectares) and 467 acres (or 189 hectares). 1 In
a memorandum prepared in support of the Coastal Commission Staff Report for
Newport Banning Ranch, Dr. Dixon concurred with Dr. Bloom’s analysis, noting the
following:
In considering burrowing owl’s dependence on suitable foraging habitat, we recognize that Banning
Ranch, in its current state as open space with active oil operations, with approximately 122 acres of
open grassland and ruderal areas, does not support the estimated amount of foraging acreage (approx.
300 to over 400 acres) needed for adult male burrowing owls.2
Thus, for any site to have conservation value for the burrowing owl, it must be
substantially larger than 78 acres, ranging between 300 and 400 acres or have suitable
conserved areas adjacent or in proximity. When considered in the context of the
surrounding land uses, it can be concluded that there are no other large areas for foraging
adjacent to or within proximity to the site. Combined with the lack of burrows, it is
concluded that the site is not suitable for burrowing owl and the project does not exhibit
potential for significant impacts to this species.
Nevertheless, while no significant impacts to burrowing owl have been identified for the
project, in order to ensure that there are no potential impacts, pre-construction surveys
will be implemented as conditions of approval where grading occurs within the areas
depicted on Exhibit A. Additionally, the following condition of approval will be included:
Pre-construction surveys for burrowing owl shall be conducted prior to the start of
ground disturbing activities (grading, grubbing, and construction) at the project site.
The surveys shall follow the methods described in the CDFW’s Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). Two surveys shall be conducted, with the
first survey being conducted between 30 and 14 days before initial ground
disturbance, and the second survey being conducted no more than 24 hours prior to
initial ground disturbance. If burrowing owls and/or suitable burrowing owl burrows
with sign (e.g., whitewash, pellets, feathers, prey remains) are identified on the project
site during the survey and impacts to those features are unavoidable, consultation with
the CDFW shall be conducted and the methods described in the CDFW’s Staff
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012) for avoidance and/or passive
relocation shall be followed. A report of the findings prepared by a qualified biologist
shall be submitted to the City of Brea’s Community Director prior to ground
disturbing activities.

1

Bloom, Peter. June 24, 2016. Letter addressed to Dr. John Dixon of the California Coastal Commission with Subject: Review of
Burrowing Owl Issues, Banning Ranch Project, Newport Beach, CA.
2 Dr. John Dixon and Dr. Jonna Engel. August 25, 2016. Memorandum: Site-specific analysis of wetlands and ESHA on Banning
Ranch.
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R3-5B

The DEIR describes two “Community Theme Open View” fence types in Chapter 3,
Project Description, Section 3.3.1.5, Walls and Fencing, the Open View Glass Wall/Fence
and the Open View Fence. The Open View Glass Wall/Fence is a six-foot tall low slump
block wall with glass view fence and the Open View Fence is a painted six-foot tall tubular
steel fence that will be located to enhance view opportunities while preventing access to
adjacent slopes or properties. These fence types are described in detail on page 4-29 of
the Specific Plan. The DEIR Chapter 3, Figure 3-13, Walls and Fencing Locations, shows the
locations of Community Themed Open View Glass/Fence, allowing both types to be
used at the locations shown. With the use of “Open View Fence” the proposed project
would not result in increased bird strikes. Therefore, to the extent feasible, the “Open
View Fence” with painted tubular steel fence will be used to enhance view opportunities.
Tubular steel paint color will be SW 7048 “Urban Bronze” or SW 7062 “Rock Bottom”
(or equal). And where the “Open View Glass Wall” is incorporated, the project will be
designed to conform to the bird-safe glass treatments as described by the American Bird
Conservancy (ABC) so that the design would present a Threat Factor of 10 or less, in
accordance with ABC’s scale. Therefore, significant impacts related to bird strike would
not occur, and additional analysis is not necessary.
As part of the conditions of approval, prior to approval of fencing plans, the project
applicant will be required to submit plans for perimeter fencing showing either tubular
steel fencing (or equivalent) or glass fencing with stripes and/or etching that meets the
ABC scale (i.e., standards) that represent a Threat Factor of 10 or less.
In order to achieve a Threat Factors of 10 or less where glass is used in perimeter fencing,
specially designed tapes or decals, or etching with patterns into the glass to increase
visibility will be implemented. Research has demonstrated that most migratory songbirds
avoid glass with the following characteristics:




R3-5C

Vertical and horizontal stripes spaced two inches apart in both directions.
Stripes at least a quarter-inch wide.
Generally, white stripes perform better, as they are visible against more backgrounds.

The comment asserts that impacts to 126 southern California walnuts are significant. Page
5.4-40 of the DEIR Section 5.4.4.2, Impact Analysis, provides a detailed analysis of the
proposed impacts, portions of which are excerpted below that determined that loss of
126 California walnuts is not significant:
Section 5.4.4.2, Sensitive Plant Impact Subheading: “However, direct impacts
to the Southern California black walnut would be considered less than
significant because 1) except for black walnut trees within 0.07 acre of walnut
woodland, which would not be impacted, individual black walnut trees are
commonly associated with disturbed habitat and areas of nonnative vegetation and do not
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exhibit functions that are typically associated with walnut woodland [emphasis
added]…”
This is an important consideration and is clearly the case for the proposed project.
Biologically the walnut trees on the site consist of individuals that are embedded in a
mosaic of non-native woodlands and forest dominated by blue-gum eucalyptus and
Peruvian peppers, which are sometimes mixed with native laurel sumac scrub, which
while it is a common native species is not definitive of California walnut woodland.
This factor supports the DEIR’s conclusion of “less than significant impact.”
2) the black walnut tree has a CRPR ranking of 4, which is still common
throughout its range; and 3) the black walnut tree is not locally rare, and the
adjacent Chino Hills and nearby Puente and Whittier Hills, much of which is
dedicated open space, support large numbers of California walnuts, ensuring
that the population in north Orange County and adjacent areas of Los
Angeles County are sustainable.
The comment concurs that California black walnuts are common within the Chino
Hills and nearby Puente and Whittier Hills but asserts that recent fires have had an
adverse impact on walnuts in the region by stating “The impact analysis also notes
that ‘the adjacent Chino Hills and nearby Puente and Whittier Hills, much of which
is dedicated open space, support large numbers of California walnuts’ While this is
true, recent wildfires have burned large numbers of walnuts in these areas.”
However, the comment does not reference any specific fires and it is not clear to
which fires the commentator may be alluding. The Esperanza Hills site in Yorba Linda
burned in the 2008 Freeway Complex fire, which burned many California walnuts;
however, these have generally exhibited full recovery based on direct observations
during the past 14 years. Following from this observation, it is important to note that
wildfire is a common occurrence within southern California and California black
walnuts are well-adapted to fire and resprout from the root crown following such
events. According to the U.S. Forest Service, California walnuts are very-well adapted
to fire:
Southern California walnut recovers well from fire. It sprouts vigorously from the trunk
and root crown when top-killed by fire [emphasis added], but does not produce
seedlings, an indication that most seeds are killed by fire. In Los Angeles
County, 10-year-old southern California walnuts were severely burned.
Sprouts from the root crowns reached 5 feet (1.5 m) during postfire year 1.
Southern California walnut was sprouting from the root crown 3 years and 8
months after a fire in Big Sycamore Canyon, Ventura County, in the fall of
1973.
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Several hundred trees were burned in July 1989 at California State Polytechnic
University. One year after fire there was no evidence of dead trees, even
though most of the branches and stems had been top-killed. Almost all of
the trees sprouted from the root crown within 6 weeks of the fire. 3
Thus, any potential cumulative effects from fire are not of concern and the
commentor is not correct that fire has any adverse impacts on the California walnut
in the region. In fact, over time, fire-adapted plants like California walnuts, actually
benefit from wildfire, which maintain such communities in healthy cycles of
succession.
Finally, it is important to note that in addition to the CRPR ranking of 4.2, the
CNDDB Rarity Ranking is S4 meaning that as a species California walnut is
considered “secure” in California, thus the conclusion that the impacts to this species
would not be significant is accurate and mitigation for this species is not required for
the variety of factors noted above.
The proposed project would have the following beneficial impacts to California
walnut trees as follows:






Preservation of 245 individual walnuts within the SWEPI Parcels which are a
component of the project mitigation for loss of California gnatcatcher critical
habitat.
Planting of 82 walnuts within 2.74-acre riparian mitigation site.
Incorporation of California Walnuts in the project landscaping as provided in
the project Specific Plan. Therefore, the loss of 126 walnut trees within the
project site would not result in a substantial adverse impact to this species.
Impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project would have less than significant impacts related to Southern
California Black Walnuts. No further response is necessary.
R3-5D

3

The comment asserts that the DEIR relies on vague measures to mitigate identified
significant impacts related to the loss of coastal sage scrub habitat and states that the
DEIR should identify the proposed location of the mitigation site and provide specific
performance standards for implementation of the measure. The DEIR does not rely on
vague mitigation measure to reduce impacts related to the loss of coastal sage scrub
habitat. The DEIR Section 5.4, Biological Resources, Figure 5.4-7, Regional Open Space and
Proposed Mitigation Lands Map, depicts areas where project mitigation would occur by way
of a combination of habitat restoration and preservation/dedication. Coastal sage scrub
restoration and/or preservation/dedication would occur within a 20.66-acre area that is

US. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service,
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/jugcal/all.html#FIRE%20ECOLOGY
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currently dominated by dense areas of black mustard, non-native grassland, and Peruvian
pepper trees. The 2.74-acre riparian restoration consists of a canyon that supports nonnative vegetation including black mustard and Peruvian pepper trees. The proposed
restoration and/or preservation/dedication areas do not exhibit any suitable conditions
for burrowing owl of other special-status species and there would be no potentially
significant impacts to species status plants, animals, or vegetation alliances with
implementation of habitat restoration at this location. It is also important to note that as
part of the regulatory permitting process, the project applicant has been in coordination
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game
regarding the proposed mitigation sites.
Soil Contamination
R3-6A

Page 5.9-30 and 5.9-31 of the DEIR Section 5.9.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Level
of Significance Before Mitigation, states that without mitigation, the following impact would
be potentially significant:



Impact 5.9-2: The project site contains hazardous materials impacted soils that
require further investigation, which could create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment without mitigation.



Impact 5.9-3: The project site is an active oil field, and the proposed project could
result in hazardous emissions and handle hazardous wastes that could adversely
impact Olinda Elementary School.



Impact 5.9-4: The project site is located on number of hazardous materials sites
that could potentially create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.

These statements are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines checklist questions
and the statements summarize the analyses for these impacts provided in Section 5.9.4,
Environmental Impacts. The extent of the contamination within the project site are
documented Section 5.9.1.3, Existing Conditions, and in Section 5.9.4, Environmental Impacts.
The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) and the Focused Phase II ESA for the
project site are both included in Appendix H and Appendix I of the DEIR. The DEIR
identified and characterized the impacts to the property through the study of historic
photographs, records research, and environmental field soil samples submitted to thirdparty state-certified laboratories.
Section 5.9.3, Plans, Programs, and Policies, provides existing regulatory requirements (PPP
HAZ-1 through PPP HAZ-7) for the proposed project to comply with to remediate the
site. And Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-2 further provide performance
standards for hazardous materials remediation. As required in Mitigation Measure HAZ1, an additional Phase II ESA is required to better define and evaluate the vertical and
lateral extent of impacted soils, and as required in Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, if
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additional Phase II ESA testing from Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 reveals concentrations
of contamination, a remedial action plan is required, which will be reviewed and approved
by the Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA) prior to issuance of a grading
permit. As such, protective soil cleanup levels will be determined by the OCHCA, and as
an element of an OCHCA approved Remedial Action Plan (RAP), all environmental
impacts within the project area will be fully remediated to these protective levels,
confirmed by third-party state-certified laboratories, and documented for review and
approval by OCHCA before any habitable structures are permitted. Mitigation Measure
HAZ-6 requires review and approval by the California Department of Conservation,
Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) for any oil wells that have not
previously been abandoned to be properly abandoned, and Mitigation Measures HAZ-11
and HAZ-12 require the proposed project to implement the Brea’s Combustible Soil Gas
Guideline’s methane mitigation methods.
The mitigation measures outlined in the DEIR are mandatory and substantial evidence
has been provided that these regulatory processes would achieve the required
performance standards. Therefore, the DEIR adequately addressed the potential impacts
and properly deferred further investigations to a future date.
R3-6B

As required in Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2, additional Phase II ESA will be
performed as existing operations are removed, and adequate remediation will be provided
according to the OCHCA-approved remedial action plan (RAP). The RAP, as required by
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, will outline the remedial method. According to the project
applicant, the remediation and restoration of the areas contaminated with petroleum
hydrocarbons would use “bio-remediation” or similar clean up process that involves a
process in which the contaminated soil is spread, mixed with water, and aerated. This
remediation practice adds nutrients to promote the growth of bacteria that consume
hydrocarbons. When existing operations are removed and contaminated areas are
discovered during grading, contaminated soils would be excavated and moved to on-site
remedial area. The remediation area will be compacted to prevent leaching and bermed to
prevent runoff. The remediated soils would be used within the project site and would not
require offsite transport. The remediated soils would be used to fill under roads, and would
not be placed under homes and/or parks/recreation areas. Because petroleum
hydrocarbons are heavy rather than volatile and would not dissipate into the air.
Preparation of additional Phase II ESA and subsequent remedial work per the RAP using
the bio-remediation method will be conducted in compliance with a series of state laws
and regulations relating to the identification and treatment of hazardous materials as
discussed in Response R3-6A and in the DEIR Section 5.9, Hazardous and Hazardous
Materials, 5.9.1, Environmental Setting. No further response is necessary.

R3-6C

The comment states “given the extensive contamination on the site, some residual
contamination would likely remain in the soil after construction is completed.” This
assertion is not supported by any substantial evidence. The proposed project is required
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to comply with the City of Brea’s Combustible Soil-Gas Guideline to properly mitigate
any residual methane emissions. No further analysis or mitigation is required.
Air Quality
R3-7

The proposed remediation efforts would not require off-site disposal of soil as described
in Response R3-6B by using the bio-remediation or similar cleanup process. Thus, because
the proposed remediation efforts would not result in the off-site transport of soil, the
assumption taken by the emissions modeling that 20 percent of soil would be removed
results in a conservative estimate for emissions generated from project-related
construction activities.

R3-8

Comments related to synthetic turf fields are noted. The City acknowledges there are
various researches that document the harmfulness of synthetic fields made of crumb
rubber from recycled car tires. However, according to the US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), studies to date have not shown an elevated health risk from playing on
fields with tire crumb rubber, but the existing studies have been limited 4.
A multi-agency research effort that included the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention/Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (CDC/ATSDR) and the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in collaboration with the Consumer
Product Safety Commission (CPSC), known as the Federal Research Action Plan on
Recycled Tire Crumb Used on Playing Fields and Playgrounds (FRAP), was established
to address the concerns in February 2016. This coordinated FRAP report has four parts:






Literature Review/Gap Analysis (EPA and CDC/ATSDR)
Recycled Tire Crumb Characterization (EPA and CDC/ATSDR)
Exposure Characterization Study (EPA and CDC/ATSDR)
Playground Study (Consumer Product Safety Commission)

This multi-agency effort is still on-going. However, the study has been temporarily
postponed due to COVID-19 that mandated social distancing, as it required collection of
data from field users. The EPA’s website for this task force stated the following:
“Based upon available literature, this research effort represents the largest tire crumb
rubber study conducted in the United States. While this report is not a risk assessment,
the information and results from the effort will fill specific data gaps about the
potential for human exposure to chemical constituents associated with tire crumb
rubber used in synthetic turf fields. In general, the findings from the report support
the premise that while chemicals are present as expected in the tire crumb rubber,

4

US Environmental Protection Agency(EPA). 2022, May 2 (accessed). Federal Research on Recycled Tire Crumb Used on Playing
Fields. https://www.epa.gov/chemical-research/federal-research-recycled-tire-crumb-used-playing-fields
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human exposure appears to be limited based on what is released into air or simulated
biological fluids (gastric fluid, saliva and sweat).”
The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has also
formed the Synthetic Turf Scientific Advisory Panel (Advisory Panel) to characterize the
exposures and health risks from playing on synthetic turf and playground mats made from
recycled tire materials. The first meeting was held in February 2016. The scientific study
by this groups is on-going but the group was not able to meet since October 2019.
Therefore, while there are concerns and questions about the safety of the artificial turf,
including reference materials included in the comment, various government agencies are
still assessing the impacts, and a definitive answer related to its safety has not been made.
The DEIR does not specify the type of fields to be installed at the Sports Park, and the
decision has not been finalized. There are different artificial turf field product types and
maintenance practices that could result in different environmental impacts. The final
decision on the type of field material to be installed will require review and approval by
the Community Development Director as a condition of approval. Prior to grading of
the sports park, the project developer will be required to demonstrate, based on the
available scientific data from reputable sources, that the proposed turf fields, artificial or
natural, will not result in health risk and other harmful environmental impacts, including
water quality impacts.
R3-9
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Section 15126.6[f] of the CEQA Guidelines states the range of alternatives required in an
EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only those
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The DEIR Section 7.6, Higher Density
Development Alternative provides an alternative that clusters development west of
Valencia Avenue, thereby preserving the 99.6-acre on the east side of Valencia Avenue.
This alternative would develop Phase 2 area on the west side of Valencia Avenue with 747
units, combining units proposed for Phase 2 (612 units) and Phase 3 (135 units), to
increase density to 7.9 dwelling units per acre. The 68-acre, Phase 1 portion of the project
site would be developed with 353 units, a density of 5.2 units per acre. This alternative
would reduce the significant operational air quality and GHG emissions impacts. And this
alternative would also lessen environmental impacts for aesthetics, biological resources,
cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, land use and
planning, mineral resources, noise, transportation, and tribal cultural resources, as
discussed in Section 7.6 of the DEIR. The Higher Density Alternative is similar to the
alternative proposed in the comment letter and would lessen impacts to Coastal California
gnatcatcher, Least Bell’s Vireo, and Southern California black walnut trees. The clustering
development alternative identified in the comment letter would not lessen additional
environmental topics that would not be lessened by the Higher Density Alternative. The
Higher Density Alternative represents a reasonable range of alternatives for inclusion in
the EIR.
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R3-10

Comment noted. Comments will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers for
consideration.

R3-11

See Response R3-5A.

R3-12

See Response R3-5D.

R3-13

See Response R3-5B.

R3-14

See Response R3-5C.

R3-15

For impacts to individual walnuts see Response A3-5C. Regarding impacts to California
walnut woodland, the proposed project contains 0.07 acre of walnut woodland that would
not be impacted by the proposed project as shown in the DEIR Section 5.4, Biological
Resources, Figure 5.4-6, Vegetation Communities Impact Map; thus, there would be no impacts
to this special-status vegetation alliance. It should be noted that the reference cited by the
commentator that there are no areas of walnut woodland south of the Santa Ana River is
not accurate. Based on personal observations from Tony Bomkamp from Glenn Lukos
Associates, a biologist who conducted biological surveys for the proposed project, there
are small pockets of California walnut woodland occur in the Central Coastal
NCCP/HCP lands within areas such as Santiago Canyon.
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LETTER R4 – Vesuvius Neighborhood Community (1 page)

June 2022
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R4.
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Response to Comments from Vesuvius Neighborhood Community, dated April 25, 2022.
R4-1

Rose Drive south of Vesuvius Drive at Blake Road is not within the jurisdictional
boundary of the City of Brea. The area south of Blake Road and east of Rose Drive is in
the City of Yorba Linda, and the area immediately west of Rose Drive is in the City of
Placentia. The City has contacted the Cities of Yorba Linda and Placentia to work
collectively towards making improvements along Rose Drive south of Vesuvius Drive to
improve traffic flow and enhance safety. The Cities of Brea, Yorba Linda and Placentia
along with the MPAH all identifies Rose Drive between Valencia Avenue and Imperial
Highway as a four-lane roadway. Therefore, it is anticipated that Rose Dive will be
improved in the future to its final roadway design capacity in compliance with established
roadway design guidelines and traffic safety standards. Collectively, the Cities are working
together to identify a solution to achieve these goals and accommodate pedestrian and
bicycle traffic needs in addition to vehicular traffic needs.

R4-2

See Response R4-1.

R4-3

As part of the project, Rose Drive will be widened to two northbound through lanes along
the project frontage. This proposed widening will help to alleviate congestion traveling
northbound along Rose Drive. In addition, as a part of the project’s proposed access on
Rose Drive, opposite Vesuvius Drive, the intersection signing and striping, as well as traffic
signal operations, are expected to be modified to accommodate not only access to the
project site but also to maintain access residents who use Vesuvius Drive. It is expected
that any potential change to the existing traffic signal phasing would be addressed at the
design phase of this intersection and would conform to the City’s Public Works standards.

R4-4

The City and the project applicant coordinated throughout the planning process to
identify and evaluate traffic issues. If the project is approved, the project applicant will
continue to work with the City during the design phase through the required permit
process to ensure that safety concerns are addressed.

R4-5

The Traffic Study (Appendix N to the DEIR) evaluated traffic impacts using the number
of vehicles using Rose Drive during AM and PM peak hours. Figures 6-4 through 6-11
provide AM peak, PM peak, and daily cumulative traffic volumes along Rose Drive and at
the intersections of Rose Drive and Vesuvius Drive (#15) and Rose Drive and Imperial
Highway (#22) at project buildout.
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2.3

LATE COMMENTS FROM RESIDENTS AND INTERESTED PARTIES

The following comments were received after the close of the 45-day public review period.
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LETTER R5 – Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (SWRCC) (5 pages)

June 2022
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NOTE: Due to its size, attachments to this comment letter (Exhibit A) to Late Comment Letter R5 is provided
as Appendix G of this FEIR.
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R5.

Response to Comments from Mitchell M. Tsai on Behalf of the Southwest Regional Council
of Carpenters, dated May 23, 2022.
R5-1

Comment acknowledged. This comment summarizes the Southwest Regional Council of
Carpenters (SWRCC) organization and reserves their right to supplement their comments
prior to public hearings on the proposed project. This comment does not provide a
specific comment regarding the DEIR and no further response is needed.

R5-2

This comment requests that the SWRCC be included on notification lists and receive
notices related to the proposed project. The commenter, Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at
Law, has been added to the distribution list for project updates and hearings.

R5-3

The commenter recommends that the City require local hire and use of skilled and trained
workforce to build the proposed project. The comment does not provide a specific
comment regarding the DEIR, and therefore no further response is required. The
comment will be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration.

R5-4

This comment summarizes various sources to support the recommendation that the City
implement policies to utilize a skilled and trained workforce for project construction. The
comment asserts that these requirements would generally result in economic benefits to
the local area as well as mitigate greenhouse gas, air quality, and transportation impacts.
However, the comment does not contain any specific concerns related to the adequacy or
accuracy of the environmental analysis in the DEIR or explain how such measures relate
specifically to the proposed project and the CEQA environmental analysis; therefore, no
additional analyses or changes to the DEIR are required.
The commentator references other cities that have implemented programs to hire local
and trained work forces, and references publications to support economic and
environmental benefits of these practices. The commentator, however, does not identify
any analysis deficiencies or inaccuracies in the proposed project’s DEIR. The referenced
letter from Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) dated March 8, 2021 (Exhibit
A of the Late Comment Letter R5 included as Appendix G to the FEIR) indicated that
any local hire requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length from the default
value has the potential to result in a reduction of construction-related GHG emissions,
though the significance of the reduction would vary based on the location and
urbanization level of the project site. It further states that the example provided in the
letter serves only as an example of the potential impacts of local hire requirements on
estimated project-level GHG emissions, and it does not indicate that local hire
requirements would result in reduced construction-related GHG emission for all projects.
The comment does not quantify the project-specific GHG emission reduction that would
result from the local hire requirements. As the anticipated decreased worker trip length
would vary based on the location and urbanization level of the project site, the potential
benefits of the recommended requirements are speculative and not supported by

June 2022

Page 2-139

BREA 265 SPECIFIC PLAN FINAL EIR
CITY OF BREA

2. Response to Comments

substantial evidence. Furthermore, as noted in the City of Hayward example, such policies
have been promoted in general plans and municipal codes (not as CEQA mitigation).
The DEIR analyses were conducted in accordance with the impact methodologies
described in the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (AQMD) Air Quality
Significance Thresholds and Localized Significance Thresholds for evaluating both shortterm construction emissions and long-term operational emissions from a proposed
project. The DEIR determined that operational air quality impacts would be significant
and unavoidable even with implementation of the mitigation measures primarily due to
the area and transportation sources. However, construction-related air quality impacts
were determined to be less than significant with mitigation. The DEIR found projectrelated GHG emissions impacts to be significant and unavoidable even with incorporation
of mitigation measures. Construction-related GHG emissions alone would not exceed the
South Coast AQMD’s Bright-line threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e and it was amortized over
a 30-year project lifetime together with other GHG Emission sources. Construction
emissions represented approximately 2 percent of the project’s total GHG emissions. The
VMT analysis was based on the City’s VMT thresholds adopted on October 6, 2020. The
DEIR did not identify a significant impact related to VMT analysis or other transportation
impacts. Thus, no mitigation was required and project impacts were considered less than
significant.
The comment does not specify how requiring local hire or the other recommendations
would achieve further reductions in GHG emissions during construction, nor does the
comment explains whether it is feasible or identify evidence supporting any implied
conclusion that reductions would be achieved. For instance, the comment does not
provide any evidence that construction worker trip distance would be reduced through
the implementation of such measures. It should also be noted that, operationally, the
proposed project would have lower VMT per service population compared to the City’s
VMT threshold, which is the City of Brea General Plan buildout VMT per service
population. Thus, the comment does not present any evidence or assertions that
undermine the analysis or conclusions of the DEIR.
However, the comment is acknowledged and will be taken into consideration by the City’s
decision makers as part of the FEIR.

Page 2-140

PlaceWorks

BREA 265 SPECIFIC PLAN FINAL EIR
CITY OF BREA

2. Response to Comments

LETTER R6 – Hills for Everyone (7 pages)
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R6.

Response to Comments from Claire Schlotterbeck on Behalf of the Hills for Everyone, dated
May 24, 2022.
R6-1

Conservation Land – Per the comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 has been modified to
state “The proposed land conservation shall be offered to the Chino Hills State Park
and/or to another appropriate conservation entity for consideration of acquisition.”

R6-2

Impacts to Parks – The recreation impact question asks if the project would result in
“substantial physical deterioration of the facility.” As stated R3-4 of the FEIR, there is
no data on physical impacts from recreational visitor use to open space areas that
establishes a nexus to the proposed project. Carbon Canyon Regional Park and Chino
Hills State Park are regional and state parks that are intended for a larger population at a
regional and state level. The City and the project applicant have been in contact with OC
Parks and will continue to coordinate with OC Parks to ensure public safety, operations,
and maintenance of Carbon Canyon Regional Park. OC Parks’ comments on the DEIR
are included in A5-1 through A5-4. Furthermore, the City is unaware of any data that
reliably attribute physical impacts to Chino Hills State Park to visitors from specific
geographic regions or aware of any City that imposes an annual user fee based on its
proximity to Chino Hills State Park. Any assertion that the project’s proposed increase in
future residents might result in significant adverse effects on extra-jurisdictional open
space (either directly or indirectly) has no support and would be speculative.

R6-3

California Black Walnut – Per the comment, a condition of approval has been included to
reduce impacts to mature trees on-site, including California Black Walnut trees. Such
condition prohibits removal of mature trees without prior review and approval of the
City, and requires that any mature trees removed be replaced in-kind on-site with a tree
from the Specific Plan plant palette with a minimum box size of 36”.

R6-4

Impacts to Public Health from Artificial Turf – As discussed in Response R3-8, EPA is
still researching the topic of the health risk of playing on artificial turf fields. The sports
park would be developed as part of Phase 2, and is not anticipated to occur until late 2024
or beyond. Although the DEIR analyzed a buildout construction schedule of seven years
for the Specific Plan as a conservative estimate, a more realistic schedule for the phased
development would occur over a 20- to 25-year period. Therefore, it would be speculative
to decide on the type of fields to be installed at the sports park. The City’s preference is
to install artificial turf fields for a variety of reasons. However, as a condition of approval,
the type of field material will be required to be reviewed and approved by the Community
Development Director and will be required to demonstrate, based on available scientific
data from reputable sources, that the proposed field materials will not result in health risks
or other harmful environmental impacts.
It should also be noted that ordinary CEQA analysis is concerned with a project’s impact
on the environment, rather than with the environment’s impact on a project and its users.
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Therefore, while the City’s decision-makers will consider the comment related to elevated
risks for injuries for the users on the artificial turf field, no further analysis is necessary.
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR
3.1

INTRODUCTION

This section contains revisions to the DEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the time
of DEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes modified language for
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 per city staff recommendation that would achieve the similar GHG emissions
reduction as the original language contained in the DEIR. The project applicant has updated the Brea 265
Specific Plan since the circulation of the DEIR per city staff recommendations. The updated DEIR figures
based on the updated Brea 265 Specific Plan area listed below and are included in Appendix C to this FEIR.


























Figure 3-3
Figure 3-4
Figure 3-5
Figure 3-6
Figure 3-7
Figure 3-8
Figure 3-9
Figure 3-10
Figure 3-11
Figure 3-12
Figure 3-13
Figure 3-14
Figure 3-15
Figure 3-16
Figure 3-17
Figure 3-18
Figure 3-19
Figure 3-20
Figure 3-21
Figure 3-22
Figure 3-23
Figure 3-24
Figure 4-1

Aerial Photograph
Brea 265 Land Use Plan
Parks and Open Space Plan
Nonvehicular Circulation Plan
Existing and Proposed General Plan Land Use Designations
Existing and Proposed Zoning Designations
Master Landscape Plan
Staging Area Park
Sports Park
Primary Entry Plan
Wall and Fencing Locations
Circulation Plan
Street Section: Carbon Canyon and Lambert Roads and Valencia Avenu7
Streetscape: Lambert Road and Carbon Canyon Road
Streetscape: Valencia Avenue and Rose Drive
Street Section: Rose Drive, Blake Road, and Enhanced Interior Local Collectors
Street Section: Enhanced Interior Local Streets, Entry Drives, and Alley
Conceptual Water System
Conceptual Sewer System
Conceptual Drainage System
Annexation Areas
Conceptual Phasing Plan
Project Site Existing Conditions

Figure 4-2 Surrounding Land Uses and Densities
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The provision of these additional mitigation measures does not alter any impact significance conclusions as
disclosed in the DEIR. Changes made to the DEIR are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions
and in underlined text to signify additions.

3.2

DEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS

The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR.
Page 1-14, Section 1.8, Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of Significance After
Mitigation, Table 1-2, Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of Significance After Mitigation,
5.4, Biological Resources. The following mitigation measure has been modified per comment.

Page 1-23, Section 1.8, Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of Significance After
Mitigation, Table 1-2, Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of Significance After Mitigation,
5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The following mitigation measure has been modified per City staff
recommendation.
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5.4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Impact 5.4-1: The proposed project could have Potentially significant impact. BIO-1
a substantial effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

The project applicant shall provide a minimum of 52.86 acres of open space Less than significant
lands offsite within and immediately adjacent to the existing Puente-Chino
Hills wildlife corridor as determined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
which may include properties owned by SWEPI/Aera Energy that are within or
adjacent to the Chino Hills State Park. The proposed land conservation shall
be offered to the Chino Hills State Park and/or another appropriate
conservation entity for consideration of acquisition. See Figure 5.4-7,
Regional Open Space and Proposed Mitigation Lands Map.

5.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Impact 5.8-1: Buildout of the proposed project Potentially significant impact. GHG-1
would generate a substantial increase in GHG
emissions compared to existing conditions and
would have a significant impact on the
environment.

June 2022

The project developer(s) shall design and build all residential homes to
meet/include the following:
a)

Tier 2 requirements for Division A4.1, Planning and Design, as outlined
under Section A4.203.1.2.2 of Appendix A4 Residential Voluntary
Measures of the 2019 California Green Building Standards Code.

b)

Tier 2 requirements for Division A4.2, Energy Efficiency, as outlined
under Section A4.203.1.2.2 of Appendix A4 Residential Voluntary
Measures of the 2019 California Green Building Standards Code.

c)

Tier 2 requirements for Division A4.3, Water Efficiency and
Conservation, as outlined under Section A4.601.5.2 of Appendix A4
Residential Voluntary Measures of the 2019 California Green Building
Standards Code; comply with at least three elective measures selected
from Division A4.3 of Appendix A4 Residential Voluntary Measures of
the 2019 California Green Building Standards Code.

d)

No wood-burning or gas-powered fireplaces shall be installed in any of
the dwelling units.

e)

Install a home battery storage unit (e.g., Tesla Powerwall) for all singlefamily units that are fitted with a solar photovoltaic generation system. At
minimumTo the maximum extent feasible, all the builder installed battery
storage units shall meet the requirements in Reference Joint Appendix
12 of the 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. At a minimum, the
builder shall pre-wire the single-family dwelling units for battery storage
that meet the requirements established in Reference Joint Appendix 12
of the 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards or superior
requirements at the time of building permit issuance.

Significant and
unavoidable.
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f)

Install a battery storage unit(s) (e.g., Tesla Powerwall) for all multifamily
residential buildings that are fitted with a solar photovoltaic generation
system. At minimum, all installed battery storage units shall meet the
requirements in Reference Joint Appendix 12 of the 2022 Building
Energy Efficiency Standards or superior requirement at the time of
building permit issuance.

g)

All buildings willshall be all electric, meaning that electricity is the only
primary permanent source of energy for water heating; mechanical;
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) (i.e., space-heating and
space cooling); cooking; and clothes-drying, and there is no gas-meter
connection. All major appliances (e.g., dishwashers, refrigerators,
clothes washers and dryers, and water heaters) provided/installed shall
be electric-powered EnergyStar-certified or of equivalent energy
efficiency, where applicable.

Prior to the issuance of building permits for new development projects within
the project site, the project developer(s) shall show provide documentation
(e.g., building plans) to the City of Brea Building Division official or his/her
designee, to verify implementation of the of the design requirements listed
above in this mitigation measure. Prior to the issuance of the certificate of
occupancy, the City of Brea shall verify implementation of the design
requirements specified above.
GHG-2

The project developer shall design public-use parking lots that:
a)

Provide electric vehicle (EV) charging stations. At minimum, the number
of EV charging stations shall equal the Tier 2 Nonresidential Voluntary
Measures of the California Green Building Standards Code, Section
A5.106.5.3.2.

b)

Provide parking for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/van vehicles.
At minimum, the number of preferential parking spaces shall equal the
Tier 2 Nonresidential Voluntary Measures of the California Green
Building Standards Code, Section A5.106.5.1.2

Prior to the issuance of building permits for new development projects within
the project site, the project developer(s) shall provide documentation (e.g.,
site plans) to the City of Brea Building Division official or his/her designee, to
verify implementation of the of the design requirements specified above in this
mitigation measure. Prior to the issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the
City of Brea shall verify implementation of the design requirements specified
above.
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Page 1-5, Chapter 1, Executive Summary, Section 1.4, Project Summary. The following table has been modified
based on the updated Brea 265 Specific Plan dated May 2022.
Table 1-1

Proposed Land Use Summary
Land Use

Gross Area (Acres)

Dwelling Units

134.6 135.1
62.9

1.0–6.0
6.1–12.0

Residential1
Low Density Residential (LDR)
Medium Density Residential (MDR)
Residential Subtotal

197.5198.0

Nonresidential
Park/Recreation (PR)
Open Space (OS)2
Master Plan Right-of-Way

15.1
47.50
2.0
Nonresidential Subtotal

Total
1
2

—
—
—

64.61

—

262.1 acres

4.2

Units may be transferred between density designations and locations.
Open Space category does not include private open space and recreation areas.

Pages 3-3 and 3-4, Chapter 3, Project Description, 3.3.1. Description of the Project. The following table and the text
has been modified based on the updated Brea 265 Specific Plan dated May 2022.
Table 3-1

Proposed Land Use Summary
Land Use

Gross Area (Acres)

Density Range (DU/AC)

Dwelling Units

134.6 135.1
62.9

1.0–6.0
6.1–12.0

450
650

Residential1
Low Density Residential (LDR)
Medium Density Residential (MDR)
Residential Subtotal
Nonresidential
Park/Recreation (PR)
Open Space (OS)2
Master Plan Right-of-Way
Nonresidential Subtotal
Total
1
2

197.5198.0

1,100

15.1
47.50
2.0

—
—
—

—
—
—

64.61

—

—

262.1 acres

4.2

1,100 units

Units may be transferred between density designations and locations.
Open Space category does not include private open space and recreation areas.

Table 3-2, Proposed Land Category Statistical Summary by Planning Area, provides detailed land use information for
each PA. The proposed project includes development regulations and standards for the proposed land uses.
Brea 265 is divided into 13 PAs. Each PA belongs to one of five land use categories:
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Residential. The proposed project would provide two residential categories—Low Density Residential
(LDR) and Medium Density Residential (MDR)—and include 450 LDR units and 650 MDR units totaling
1,100 units, with an overall average density of 4.2 dwelling units per acre at buildout.




Low Density Residential (LDR): Planning Areas 3, 9, 10, and 11. The LDR category includes 450 dwelling
units within four planning areas on approximately 134.6135.1 acres at a target density of 3.3 dwelling
units per acre. The LDR category provides for development of detached and attached single-family
dwellings. The lower-density range is intended to complement the surrounding open space areas and
existing landforms to create neighborhoods that respond to the existing slopes and topography.
Medium Density Residential (MDR): Planning Areas 1, 7, and 8. The MDR category includes 650 dwelling
units within three planning areas on approximately 62.9 acres at a target density of 10.3 dwelling units
per acre. The MDR category provides for development of detached and attached single-family homes,
townhouses, condominiums, and duplexes. The MDR planning areas are east of Rose Drive in the
southern portion of the Brea 265 site, and to the west of Valencia Avenue and south of Lambert Road.



Open Space (OS): Planning Areas 5 and 13. The proposed project includes approximately 47.5 acres of
land under the Open Space (OS) land use category, which allows for slopes and landscaping as well as
passive outdoor activities such as walking trails, mountain biking, and nature viewing. Open space is the
existing or undeveloped area that includes improved setbacks, trails, and slope areas. Landscaped open
space includes the landscape improvement areas that enhance the overall character of the Specific Plan
community. The OS planning areas include steep slopes (over 30 percent) in the eastern portion of the
project site, landscaped slopes and setbacks along arterial streets, water quality features, and fuel
modification zones. Figure 3-5, Parks and Open Space Plan, illustrates OS planning areas within the project
site.



Parks/Recreational (PR): Planning Areas 2 and 6. The PR category totals 15.1 acres, including a 13acre sports park to the west of Valencia Avenue and a 2.1-acre staging area park to the east of Rose Drive.
The PR areas are intended to provide recreational amenities, gathering areas, and focal points and to
facilitate trail connections between Brea 265, the greater Brea community, and Carbon Canyon Regional
Park. In addition to the PR planning areas, a planned pedestrian and bicycle trail network linking homes to
parks and open space areas within and outside the Brea 265 community will promote walking and cycling
as an appealing and practical mode of mobility (see Figure 3-6, Nonvehicular Circulation Plan).



Right-of-Way (ROW): Planning Areas 4 and 12. The proposed project includes approximately 1.2 acres
along Carbon Canyon Road and 0.8 acre along Lambert Road under the ROW land use category.

Table 3-2

Planning Area
(PA)

1
2
3
4
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Proposed Land Use Category Statistical Summary by Planning Area
Land Use Category

Gross Area (AC)

Density Range
(DU/AC)1

Target Density
(DU/AC)2

Dwelling Units (DU)3

MDR
PR
LDR
ROW

13.9
2.1
109.4109.9
1.2

6.1–12.0
—
1.0–6.0
—

10.3
—
3.23.1
—

143
—
345
—
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Table 3-2

Planning Area
(PA)

5
6
7
8
9
10
114
12
13

Proposed Land Use Category Statistical Summary by Planning Area
Land Use Category

OS
PR
MDR
MDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
ROW
OS

Specific Plan Total
1
2

3
4

Gross Area (AC)

40.5
13.0
23.2
25.8
14.3
9.9
1.0
0.8
6.5

262.1 acres

Density Range
(DU/AC)1

—
—
6.1–12.0
6.1–12.0
1.0–6.0
1.0–6.0
1.0–6.0
—
—

Target Density
(DU/AC)2

Dwelling Units (DU)3

4.2

1,100

—
—
12.07.7
8.9
3.8
5.2
—
—
—

—
—
278
229
54
51
—
—
—

Density Range is the range between the minimum and maximum number of dwelling units per acre permitted for the planning area’s land use designation, as defined by
the Orange County City of Brea General Plan.
Target Density is the number of dwelling units per acre for the planning area as proposed by the Brea 265 Specific Plan and described in Table 3-2 of the Brea 265
Specific Plan). The proposed number of dwelling units in an implementing subdivision application may exceed the target density specified in any planning area without
necessitating the preparation of a Specific Plan Amendment or Substantial Conformance provided that: 1) the proposed density transfer in the implementing subdivision
application is within the density range for the planning area as described in Table 3-2 of the Brea 265 Specific Plan; and 2) the maximum number of 1,100 dwelling units
for the entire Specific Plan is not exceeded.
Transfer of dwelling units from one residential planning area to another within a residential land use category is permitted pursuant to the provisions in Section 6.3,
Density Transfer, of the Brea 265 Specific Plan, provided that the maximum total of 1,100 dwelling units within the Brea 265 area is not exceeded.
PA 11 provides for a reserved site for a public safety/civic uses within the time frame described in the Brea 265 Development Agreement. See Section 5.4.1 of the Brea
265 Specific Plan for permitted uses in the LDR residential category.

Page 3-33, Chapter 3, Project Description, 3.3.1.6. Circulation Improvements. The following text has been modified to
correct an editorial error.
Lambert Road, Major Arterial (120-foot right-of-way). Lambert Road runs in an east-west direction and is
designated as a Major Arterial in the City of Brea General Plan’s Master Plan of Roadways. It provides direct
access to the western portion of the project site. Lambert Road currently has two travel lanes in each direction
and would be improved to Major Arterial Highway Standards per City Standard 1098-0, with three travel lanes
in each direction. The sidewalk location would be modified to be located at the outside of the street right-ofway.
Page 3-34, Chapter 3, Project Description, 3.3.1.6. Circulation Improvements. The following text has been modified
for clarification.
Rose Drive, Primary Arterial (50-foot right-of-way on the east side). Rose Drive runs in a north-south
direction and is designated a Primary Arterial in the General Plan’s Master Plan of Roadways. It provides direct
access to the project site from the south. Currently, Rose Drive includes two travel lanes in each direction for
the majority of the project site frontage. Rose Drive would be improved to Primary Highway Standards on the
east side of the street, per City Standard 109-0. Due to width limitations on the west side of Rose Drive,
modifications to the center median standard may be needed to fit an additional southbound through lane.
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Rose Drive would include a 50-foot right-of-way on the east side (measured from the street centerline) that
consists of a 6-foot median, two 11-foot travel lanes, a 5-foot landscaped parkwaybike lane, and a portion of a
20-foot, dual-tread, multipurpose trail. The area outside the street right-of-way would include a portion of a
20-foot, dual-tread, multipurpose trail and landscaped slope of varying widths on the east side. Collectively, the
landscaped parkway, the trail, and landscaped slope would form a 55-foot-wide minimum landscape setback
from the face of the street curb to the residential property line on the east side of Rose Drive. See Figure 3-18,
Street Section: Rose Drive, Blake Road, and Enhanced Interior Local Collectors.
Page 3-45, Chapter 3, Project Description, 3.3.1.6. Circulation Improvements. The following text has been modified
based on the updated Brea 265 Specific Plan dated May 2022.
Blake Road (29-foot right-of-way on the north side). Blake Road would include a 29-foot right-of-way on
the north side (measured from the street centerline), which consists of a 20-foot travel lane and a 4-foot
sidewalk5-foot landscaped parkway. The area outside the street right-of-way would include aA 20-foot, dualtread, multipurpose trail would be provided on the north side. See Figure 3-18.
Enhanced Private Interior Local Collector: A and W Streets (64-foot right-of-way with 40-foot curb-tocurb width). The interior local collector traverses the eastern portion of the project site. ‘A’ Street is a loop
street with a 64-foot right-of-way that consists of a 20-foot travel lane in each direction (total curb-to-curb
width of 40-foot), a 6-foot landscaped parkway adjacent to the curbs on one side, and a 10-foot landscaped
parkway and an 8-foot sidewalk on the other side. Street parking is allowed on the interior loop streets subject
to the City’s parking limits. Outside the street right-of-way, landscaped slopes of varying widths would be
provided on one or both sides, depending on the location. Collectively, the landscaped parkway,
sidewalk/multipurpose trail, and landscaped slopes would form a 20-foot-wide minimum landscape setback
from the face of the street curb to the residential property line on at least one side of the interior loop street.
‘W’ Street would provide a 64-foot right-of-way that consists of a 20-foot travel lane in each direction (total
curb-to-curb width of 40 feet), a 10-foot landscaped parkway on one side, a 6-foot parkway and an 8-foot
sidewalk on one side. See Figure 3-18.
Enhanced Interior Local Streets (5860-foot right-of-way with 40-foot curb-to-curb width). Interior local
streets are pedestrian oriented, incorporate traffic-calming measures, and support both front-loaded and rearloaded homes. They provide access to individual properties and driveways within the residential neighborhoods
and connect to the interior loop street and arterial streets. See Figure 3-19, Street Section - Enhanced Interior Local
Streets, Entry Drives, and Alley.
The interior local streets are Enhanced Local Streets with a 5860-foot right-of-way that consists of a 20-foot
travel lane in each direction (total curb-to-curb width of 40 feet), a 5-foot-wide curb-adjacent landscaped
parkway, and a 45-foot-wide sidewalk on both sides. In some instances where warranted, interior local street
parkways may be constructed wider than 6 feet to accommodate bio-swales. These streets are private Streets
“C” through “O”, private streets “Q” through “V”, private “X” through “Z”, public Streets “DD” through
“GG” and “II”, and public Streets “JJ”, “KK” and “NN.” Private “GG” Street is for emergency only.
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Public MM and CC Drive Street has a 5860-foot right-of-way that consists of a 20-foot travel lane in each
direction (total curb-to-curb width of 40 feet); a 5-foot-wide curb-adjacent landscaped parkway and a 45-footwide sidewalk on one side; and a 5-foot-wide curb-adjacent landscaped parkway and a 14-foot-wide
multipurpose trail on the other side. Street parking is allowed on the interior local streets subject to City’s
parking limits.
Public LL DriveStreet has a 5860-foot right-of-way that consists of a 20-foot travel lane in each direction (total
curb-to-curb width of 40-foot); a 5-foot-wide curb-adjacent landscaped parkway and a 45-foot-wide sidewalk
on one side; and a 14-foot-wide, multipurpose trail on the other side. Street parking is allowed on the interior
local streets subject to City’s parking limits.
Interior Alleys. Private interior alleys provide access to garages that are located away from interior local streets.
Interior alleys will be 24 feet wide between curb lines with no parking, and garage doors will be set back a
minimum of 3 feet from the edge of the curb line. See Figure 3-19.
Entry Drives at Lambert Road, Valencia Avenue, Rose Drive, and Blake Road. Community entries are
located on Lambert Road, Valencia Avenue, Rose Drive, and Blake Road, as indicated on Figure 3-14. There
would be no entry into the community on Carbon Canyon Road. The private B Street entry drive from Valencia
Avenue has a 98-foot right-of-way that consists of 48-foot roadway pavement, a 5-foot sidewalk on one side
of the entry drive, and an 8-foot trail on the other side. Public HH Entry Drive from the west side of Valencia
Avenue would have a 66-foot right-of-way that consists of 48-foot roadway pavement, 45-foot sidewalk, and
5-foot landscaped parkway on both directions. Public AA Street entry drive at Vesuvius Drive across Rose
Drive would have an 80-foot right-of-way that consists of 40-foot roadway pavement, an 8-foot meandering
trail on one side of the entry drive, and a 45-foot meandering sidewalk on the other side. Private P Street entry
drive from Rose Drive would have a 108-foot to 124-foot right-of-way that consists of 3724-foot to 7040-foot
roadway pavement, an 8-foot meandering trail on one side of the entry drive, and 13-foot to 30-foot pavement
and 5-foot sidewalk on the other side. NN Drive at Lambert Road has and GG Street at Blake Road would
have the same cross-section as the interior local streets, with a 45-foot sidewalk and 5-foot landscaped parkway
on each side of the street. See Figure 3-19. Each entry drive would incorporate special landscaped entry
treatments, as shown on Figure 3-12.
Page 3-49, Chapter 3, Project Description, Section 3.3.1.8, Transit. The following text has been modified based on
the updated Brea 265 Specific Plan dated May 2022.
Orange County Transit Authority (OCTA) provides public bus service to the City of Brea. Currently, there is
no OCTA bus service to the Specific Plan area. An established network of bus routes provides access to
employment centers, shopping, and recreational areas in the City. Currently, there is no OCTA bus service to
the Brea 265 Site. OCTA continually modifies the bus routes in order to meet the needs of its riders. As Brea
265 is developed, routes may be added. The Specific Plan identifies three potential transit stops as shown on
Figure 3-14. One potential transit stop is at Rose Drive, just north of Vesuvius Drive adjacent to the staging
area park, and one northbound and one southbound at Valencia Avenue near east and west project entries. The
project applicant is required to cooperate with the City for expanded bus services to serve the development. If
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a route is added in the future, tThe design of bus shelters, if any, would be reviewed for compatibility with the
community aesthetics and approved by the City and OCTA.
Page 3-49, Chapter 3, Project Description, Section 3.3.1.9, Infrastructure Improvement. The following text has been
modified based on the updated Brea 265 Specific Plan dated May 2022.
The proposed project would provide water, sewer, drainage, gas, electricity, and telecommunication
infrastructure within the project site to serve the project.
Water System. The City would provide water services to the project site. Connections would be made to the
existing 790 Zone 12-inch water line in Lambert Road and 2412-inch water line in Valencia Avenue with reduced
pressure for the project site west of Valencia Avenue. The northern portion of project site east of Valencia
Avenue would also connect to the existing 790 Zone 2412-inch water line in Valencia Avenue. For the southern
portion of the project site east of Valencia Avenue, looped connections to the 605 Zone 12-inch water line in
Rose Avenue would be made. The proposed water system is shown on Figure 3-20, Conceptual Water System.
Sewer System. All sanitary sewer infrastructure would be publicly maintained by the City. The project site west
of Valencia Avenue falls within Region 8 of the City of Brea Sewer Master Plan, and a new sewer line would
be constructed under Lambert Road to convey flows from the project site north of Lambert Road to the project
site south of Lambert Road. Sewer from the south would connect to the existing 8-inch sewer stub at the north
end of the Brea Sports Park. Sewer in the north would be connected to the existing Valencia Avenue sewer
stub to the north of Lambert Road. The project site east of Valencia Avenue falls within Region 911 of the
City of Brea Sewer Master Plan. Sewer within the eastern portion would connect to the existing 33-inch Orange
County Sanitation District Carbon Canyon Dam interceptor sewer. See Figure 3-21, Conceptual Sewer System.
Drainage System. Water quality and detention basins would be provided to treat the first flush and detain
excess peak storm runoff. Where practical, water quality treatment areas have been designed to be utilized as
open space for passive recreation. See Figure 3-22, Conceptual Drainage System.
Natural Gas System. The Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) would provide natural gas services
to the project site. All new gas lines would be placed underground. An existing 30-inch high-pressure steel gas
main traverses the southerneastern portion of the project site east of Valencia Avenue. A portion of this gas
main may be relocated within Rose Drive through the landscape setback areas and between the proposed lots,
per SoCalGas standards.
Electricity. Southern California Edison (SCE) would provide electrical services to the proposed project. SCE
would install necessary distribution facilities to serve the proposed project, and all new distribution electricity
lines would be placed underground. Existing SCE transmission lines on Valencia Avenue and Lambert Road
will remain.
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Page 5.4-51, Section 5.4, Biological Resources, 5.4.7. Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure has been
modified per comment.

Impact 5.4-1
BIO-1

The project applicant shall provide a minimum of 52.86 acres of open space lands offsite
within and immediately adjacent to the existing Puente-Chino Hills wildlife corridor as
determined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which may include properties owned by
SWEPI/Aera Energy that are within or adjacent to the Chino Hills State Park. The proposed
land conservation shall be offered to the Chino Hills State Park and/or another appropriate
conservation entity for consideration of acquisition. See Figure 5.4-7, Regional Open Space and
Proposed Mitigation Lands Map.

Pages 5.8-21 and 22, Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 5.8.3. Plans, Programs, and Policies. The following plans,
programs, and policies have been modified per updated information.
PPP GHG-7

On January 18, 2007, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-1-07
requiring the establishment of a Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) for transportation fuels.
The LCFS was amended in 2011 and readopted in 2015 and amended in 2018 and 2019. This
statewide goal required currently requires that California’s transportation fuels reduce their
carbon intensity by at least 1020 percent by 20202030.

PPP GHG-8

The 2007 Energy Bill created new federal requirements for increases in fleetwide fuel economy
for passenger vehicles and light trucks under the Federal Corporate Average Fuel Economy
Standards. The federal legislation requires a fleetwide average of 3549 miles per gallon to be
achieved by 20202026. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration is directed to
phase in requirements to achieve this goal. Analysis by CARB suggests that this will require an
annual improvement of approximately 3.4 percent between 2008 and 2020.

Page 5.8-28, Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 5.8.7. Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure
has been modified per City staff recommendation.

Impact 5.8-1
GHG-1

The project developer(s) shall design and build all residential homes to meet/include the
following:
a) Tier 2 requirements for Division A4.1, Planning and Design, as outlined under Section
A4.203.1.2.2 of Appendix A4 Residential Voluntary Measures of the 2019 California Green
Building Standards Code.
b) Tier 2 requirements for Division A4.2, Energy Efficiency, as outlined under Section
A4.203.1.2.2 of Appendix A4 Residential Voluntary Measures of the 2019 California Green
Building Standards Code.
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c) Tier 2 requirements for Division A4.3, Water Efficiency and Conservation, as outlined under
Section A4.601.5.2 of Appendix A4 Residential Voluntary Measures of the 2019 California
Green Building Standards Code; comply with at least three elective measures selected from
Division A4.3 of Appendix A4 Residential Voluntary Measures of the 2019 California
Green Building Standards Code.
d) No wood-burning or gas-powered fireplaces shall be installed in any of the dwelling units.
e) Install a home battery storage unit (e.g., Tesla Powerwall) for all single-family units that are
fitted with a solar photovoltaic generation system. At minimumTo the maximum extent
feasible, all the builder installed battery storage units shall meet the requirements in
Reference Joint Appendix 12 of the 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. At
minimum, the builder shall pre-wire the single-family dwelling units for battery storage that
meet the requirements established in Reference Joint Appendix 12 of the 2022 Building
Energy Efficiency Standards or superior requirements at the time of building permit
issuance.
f)

Install a battery storage unit(s) (e.g., Tesla Powerwall) for all multifamily residential buildings
that are fitted with a solar photovoltaic generation system. At minimum, all installed battery
storage units shall meet the requirements in Reference Joint Appendix 12 of the 2022
Building Energy Efficiency Standards or superior requirement at the time of building permit
issuance.

g) All buildings willshall be all electric, meaning that electricity is the only primary permanent
source of energy for water heating; mechanical; heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
(HVAC) (i.e., space-heating and space cooling); cooking; and clothes-drying, and there is no
gas-meter connection. All major appliances (e.g., dishwashers, refrigerators, clothes washers
and dryers, and water heaters) provided/installed shall be electric-powered EnergyStarcertified or of equivalent energy efficiency, where applicable.
Prior to the issuance of building permits for new development projects within the project site,
the project developer(s) shall show provide documentation (e.g., building plans) to the City of
Brea Building Division official or his/her designee, to verify implementation of the design
requirements listed above in this mitigation measure. Prior to the issuance of the certificate
of occupancy, the City of Brea shall verify implementation of the design requirements
specified above.
Page 5.15-14, Section 5.15.3. School Services, 5.15.3.1, Environmental Setting, Enrollment Capacity. The following table
has been modified per comment A6-2 from Brea Olinda Unified School District.
Table 5.15-2 School Enrollment and Capacity
School and Location

Olinda Elementary School
Brea Junior High School
Brea Olinda High School

Enrollment (7-year average)

Total Capacity

Remaining Capacity

623
909
1,806

850 675
1,248 1,055
2,720 2,359

227 52
339 146
914 553

Source: PlaceWorks 2021; CDE 2021.
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Page 5.15-15, Section 5.15.3. School Services, 5.15.3.4, Environmental Impacts. The following table has been modified
per comment A6-2 from Brea Olinda Unified School District.
Table 5.15-3, Student Generation Summary, shows the anticipated number of students generated by the proposed
project. There are no students under the existing condition, and implementation of the proposed project would
generate approximately 196.3 elementary students, 57.3 middle school students, and 105.2 high school students,
a total of 359 additional students. As shown in Table 5.15-2, the existing school facilities are anticipated to have
adequate capacity for the additional students generated by the proposed project for middle and high schools
without having to build new or expanded school facilities. However, additional elementary school facilities could
be needed to accommodate the proposed project. It should be noted that the enrollment fluctuates annually,
and the actual impact on existing school facilities could change.
Page 5.16-2, Section 5.16. Recreation, 5.16.4.1, Impact Analysis. The following text has been modified based on
the updated Brea 265 Specific Plan dated May 2022.
The proposed project would add approximately 3,102 residents to the city, creating demands for various
recreational facilities such as neighborhood and regional parks. However, the proposed project includes
construction of a 13-acre sports park and 2.1-acre staging area park, a network of bicycle and pedestrian trails,
and 47.5 acres of open space and trails, for a total of 62.61 acres of park/recreation and open space area. The
proposed project would provide adequate parklands within the project site to minimize additional demands to
the existing recreational facilities within the city.
Page 5.16-3, Section 5.16. Recreation, 5.16.4.1, Impact Analysis. The following text has been modified based on
the updated Brea 265 Specific Plan dated May 2022.
The proposed project would provide 15.1 acres of park and recreation areas and 47.5 acres of open space and
trails. Therefore, the proposed project would exceed the minimum requirement of 18.68 acres of parks and
recreation facilities (PPP REC-1). The 13-acre Sports Park amenities are illustrated on Figure 3-11, Sports Park,
which include a lighted baseball field, soccer field, tennis courts, a full basketball court, warmup field, and
restrooms with drinking fountain. The 2.1-acre Staging Area Park is illustrated on Figure 3-10, Staging Area Park,
and it accommodates a dual-tread multipurpose trail, shade structure with picnic tables, restroom with drinking
fountain, parking, and bike racks. The proposed parks and trails in the open space areas would be publicly
accessible and privately maintained by HOAs. Other recreational facilities such as clubhouses and swimming
pools would be privately accessible and maintained. The publicly accessible parks and trails in the open space
areas will receive 100 percent credit toward fulfilling the parkland dedication requirement, and the privately
accessible recreational facilities will receive 50 percent credit.
As shown on Figure 3-5, Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan; Figure 3-6, Nonvehicular Circulation Plan; and Figure
4-4, The Tracks at Brea Trail, the proposed trails would connect to the existing trails near Carbon Canyon Regional
Park, Chino Hills State Park, Brea Sports Park, and the Tracks via the Brea Trail Route, thereby providing a
better connectivity for the rest of Brea from and to these recreational facilities.
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In addition to the park and recreation areas, approximately 47.5 acres of open space and trails would be
provided in Brea 265. Therefore, the proposed project would provide more recreational space than the standard
established under the City’s General Plan and would result in beneficial impact to the city and surrounding
community residents.
Appendix P, Water System Analysis, has been updated per staff comments from the City of Brea Public Works
Department.
See Appendix D, Updated Water System Analysis (Appendix P to the DEIR), to this FEIR.
Appendix Q, Water Supply Assessment, has been updated per staff comments from the City of Brea Public Works
Department.
See Appendix E, Updated Water Supply Assessment (Appendix Q to the DEIR), to this FEIR.
Appendix R, Sewer System Analysis, has been updated per staff comments from the City of Brea Public Works
Department.
See Appendix F, Updated Sewer System Analysis (Appendix R to the DEIR), to this FEIR.
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Appendix A. City of Brea Low VMT Areas
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Appendix B. VMT Analysis Figure 1 Vicinity Map
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