State Clearinghouse Number 2008121065

CENTRAL PARK VILLAGE BREA
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT
Final Project EIR NO. 11-01
Volume 3 of 3

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS
CITY OF BREA
Community Development Department
Planning Division
Brea, California
SID LINDMARK, AICP
Planning . Environmental . Policy
March 1, 2012
Page | 1

FINAL PROJECT EIR NO. 11-01
VOLUME 3 of 3: RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

CENTRAL PARK VILLAGE BREA
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT
SCH 2008121065
March 1, 2012
Prepared for:
CITY OF BREA
Community Development Department
Planning Division
1 Civic Center Circle
Brea, California 92821
Contact Person: Adrienne Gladson, AICP, Senior Planner
(714) 990-7674
Prepared by:

SID LINDMARK, AICP
Planning . Environmental . Policy
Laguna Hills, California 92653-7401
(949) 855-0416

2|Page

Section 10.0: Response to Public Comments
Section 10.1: Public Notices
The Central Park Village Brea General Plan Amendment Draft EIR (SCH 2008121065) was circulated for local public review from June 1, 2011 to
July 15, 2011. The Notice of Completion of an Environmental Impact Report and Public Hearing (“Notice of Completion”) was filed with the State
Clearinghouse and posted on the City’s website. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research correspondence of July 15, 2011 indicates the
City has complied with the State Clearinghouse’s CEQA review requirements. Copies of the Notice of Availability were forwarded to over forty local
agencies and citizens and to the City of Brea Public Library. The Notice of Availability was published in the Brea Star Progress and Proof of
Publication for the notice is included herein. The Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR was posted at City Hall, at the project site, and on the City’s
website, www.cityofbrea.net. Copies of Draft EIR No. 11-01 on CD-R disks were available at the Planning Division, on the City’s website and at the
local library.

Section 10.2: Public Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses by the City of Brea (e.g. Lead Agency
Comments on the Draft EIR were received from four public agencies and five other parties (residents or companies). Two public notices and the
comment letters received on the Draft EIR are included below, along with the City’s response to the public comments. City responses to
environmental issues raised in the correspondence are included below and were addressed consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088,
15132, and 15204.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

California Department of Transportation, District 12, June 24, 2011 – Page 4
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, July 15, 2011 – Page 9
City of La Habra, June 23, 2011– Page 10
Inoka Khalid, 824 Atkins Lane, Brea, California, July 6, 2011 – Page 13
Jeffrey R. Maisch, Jr., Aera Energy LLC, July 8, 2011 – Page 14
Jeffrey R. Maisch, Project Manager, Aera Energy LLC, July 15, 2011 – Page 14
Sheila and Art Groscost, 352 Trabuco Canyon Way, Brea, CA, July 13, 2011 – Page 16
Peggy Llewellyn, 370 Trabuco Canyon Way, Brea, CA, July 15, 2011 - Page 17
Sapetto Group Inc., 231 E. Memory Lane, Santa Ana, CA (July 15, 2011) - Page 18 - 25
Native American Heritage Commission (June 14, 2011) - Page 26
Orange County Sanitation District (July 14, 2011) - Page 27
Orange County Public Works (July 18, 2011) - Page 29
Notice of Completion of a Draft EIR, May 26, 2011- Page 32
Notice of Availability and Proof of Publication: Brea Star Progress, May 26, 2011 - Page 34
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1.

California Department of Transportation, District 12 (June
24, 2011).

1-1

The introductory paragraph summarizes the project and no
response is required.
Comments 1, 3 – 6 in the
correspondence are informational and so noted. No new
environmental issues are raised by these comments.
An HCM analysis for the freeway intersections was included in
Appendix D: HCM Calculations in the current traffic study. The
project will not impact the SR-57 mainline, as stated in
Comment 1. The traffic study provided a freeway mainline
analysis in Table 4-6, p. 4-12, and concluded the project had a
Less than Significant Impact on the mainline freeway.
Austin-Foust Associates has provided responses to all other
Caltrans comments in the enclosed memorandum dated
September 16, 2011 (AFA01 – AFA06).

CALTRANS01
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AFA01

CALTRANS02
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CALTRANS03
AFA02
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AFA03

AFA04
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AFA05

AFA06
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2.

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (July 15,
2011).

2-1

The OPR correspondence acknowledges that the City has
complied with the State Clearinghouse CEQA review
requirements and that the state public review period closed on
July 14, 2011. (The local review period also closed on July
15). Since the OPR comments do not raise any new
environmental issues, no further response is necessary.
Two state agencies, the California Department of
Transportation-District 12 (see Letter No. 1) and the Native
American Heritage Commission (see Letter No. 10) submitted
comments.

OPR01
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OPR2

OPR3/NAHC1
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3.

City of La Habra (June 23, 2011).

3-1

Comments related to the traffic study are noted. The traffic
study (p. 5-10) acknowledges that any ICU increase at
intersections operating at LOS E and F within the City of La
Habra and would be subject to the City of La Habra’s Citywide
Fee and Phasing Ordinance. Fair share contributions are
required even if the project impacts are less than significant
(.010). The intersection of
Palm Street at Lambert Road meets the criterion and the fair
share percentage was calculated in Table 5-4 in Appendix C.
Since the project has a Less than Significant Impact at this
location, mitigation is not required.
However, the City of La Habra’s concerns are being
addressed by a required Condition of Approval for the project:
1.

3-2

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant
shall provide evidence to the City of Brea Building
Division that project fees required in the City of La
Habra Citywide Fee and Phasing Ordinance have
been paid.
The Building Division shall ensure
compliance.

The Draft EIR discusses the removal of the 500-gallon UST
removed in 1994 on page 127 and states “there is no current
evidence that the case was closed with the appropriate
regulatory agency, the Orange County Health Agency.”
Mitigation Measure 4 on page 128 of the Draft EIR requires
the additional sampling, test and documentation to ensure the
case is properly closed. No additional requirements are
needed.

LAHABRA01
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LAHABRA02
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4.

Inoka Khalid, 824 Atkins Lane, Brea, California 92821 (July
6, 2011)
The concerns regarding traffic, congestion, noise and air
pollution related to the project are noted. Section 5 of the
DEIR includes analysis of five project alternatives, including a
single-family and business park alternative and three mixeduse projects with fewer units than the proposed project (Table
5.0-1, p. 182).
The recommendation for an all medical office alternative is
noted. Please note that medical offices only, assuming an
FAR of 0.25 on 15.4 acres and a trip rate of 36.13 per
thousand square feet (Table 3.2-3), would generate 6,089
ADT, which is 6 percent greater than the proposed project,
which generates 5,725 ADT.
The project has minimal impact on the local circulation system,
and circulation improvements are required to reduce the
cumulative project impact in 2025 at the State College
Boulevard and Lambert Road intersection (see p. 63 of the
DEIR). The comments on allergies are noted. Allergies are a
regional issue related to plant materials and wind patterns, and
are not directly related to vehicular air pollutants. The project
will have minimal impact on offsite allergy impacts but will
expose new residents to existing allergy causing materials.

KHALID01
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5.

Jeffrey
Maisch,
Jr.,
Aera
(jmaisch@aeraenergy.com) (July 8, 2011)

Energy

The comment requested a copy of Appendix C: Traffic Study.
The study was forwarded to Mr. Maisch by e-mail as an
attachment by Adrienne Gladson on July 11, 2011.

6.

Jeffrey R. Maisch, Project Manager, Aera Energy LLC.
(July 15, 2011)
For informational purposes and geographical orientation, Aera
Energy LLC originally filed a project application (Project 02109) with the County of Los Angeles Regional Planning
Department for 3,600 dwelling units and 300,000 gsf of mixed
use commercial and office use on 2,935 acres north of the City
of Brea.
Aera later withdrew the initial application and resubmitted the
project to the City of Diamond Bar with a request for
annexation. The City of Diamond Bar issued a Notice of
Preparation for the Aera Master Plan on May 2, 2007. A preannexation agreement with the City of Diamond Bar may result
in 2/3 of the project (1,940 acres) being annexed to the City of
Diamond Bar. It is the City of Brea’s understanding that the
Aera Energy application has been withdrawn. The NOP
described a project of 2,800 dwelling units, 200,000 square
feet of commercial space, parks and open space. The original
project included most of the unincorporated Orange County
land north of the City of Brea west of SR-57. The original
project proposed direct access to Harbor Boulevard in
Rowland Heights and Brea Canyon Road. The proposed
mixed-use planning area was located adjacent to Tonner
Canyon Road and Brea Canyon Boulevard. No Draft EIR has

AERA01
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been circulated to date. Given the unknowns surrounding the
proposal, it is too speculative to include the Aera project in this
environmental analysis at this time.
Austin-Foust Associates has provided a direct response to the Aera
Energy LLC comments in the prior memorandum dated September
16, 2011 (AFA05), which is repeated below and in Stantec01 to 06 in
Section 10.4 (pp. 38-42).
Item 2 was previously addressed in Response 3-1.

AFA04

AERA02
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7.

Sheila and Art Groscost, 352 Trabuco Canyon Way, Brea,
CA (July 13, 2011)
The concerns related to the magnitude of the proposed project
and recommendation for less than 452 dwelling units are
noted. Your concerns for the project and cumulative impacts
of current and future projects in the City related to air quality,
traffic congestion, noise levels and overload on schools are
also noted. These project and cumulative environmental
issues are addressed in the Final EIR. All potential project
impacts, other than the project cumulative impacts on the SR57 ramps at Lambert Road, are mitigated to Less than
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The impact of the
project on local schools is mitigated by school impact fees.
The concern related to rental properties onsite is noted.
Please note that only the multifamily apartments are being
processed as rental units, with the option to convert to
condominiums later. The proposed townhomes are singlefamily attached units are for sale units and are not proposed
as rental townhomes.

GROSCOST01
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8.

Peggy Llewellyn, 370 Trabuco Canyon Way, Brea, CA
(July 15, 2011)
The concerns regarding the numerous townhomes and rental
apartments planned for the project site, increased traffic and
pollution are noted. All potential project impacts, other than the
project cumulative impacts on the SR-57 ramps at Lambert
Road, are mitigated to Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated.

LLEWELLYN01
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9.

Sapetto Group Inc., 231 E. Memory Lane, Santa Ana, CA
(July 15, 2011)

1.

The issues identified to be resolved in the Draft EIR were
identified from the project application, the Scoping Session,
the Initial Study, discussions with City staff and in review of the
technical studies for the project.

2.

The comments regarding Caltrans agreements and the State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) are noted.
Discussions with the applicant regarding payment for ramp
impacts have been on-going since receiving Caltran’s
comments. The City is updating its Traffic Impact Nexus Fee
Program to include ramp improvements and this update is
anticipated to be approved by the City Council prior to action
on the Central Park Village project. Absent his update,
payment of impact fees related to future ramp improvements
will be via a Condition of Approval and separate agreement.
Payment of fees for SR-57 ramp improvements for mitigation
on cumulative project impacts would result in a Less than
Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated.

3.

A video detection system controls signal operation based on
vehicle location and number near a signalized intersection. An
approximate cost is $25,000 but the final cost cannot be
specified until a contract is issued. The maximum 5,000 cubic
yards per day criteria is recommended to reduce particulate
impacts upon the adjacent multifamily properties located east
of the project.

4.

Yes, the California Green Building Standards Code (CGBS)
has been adopted. The word, Draft, does not appear as cited
in the comment in the Draft EIR.
SAPETTO01
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5.

Yes, both a building attenuation study and an acoustical study
are required. An attenuation study projects the interior noise
level of building units for compliance with State noise interior
standards. The acoustical study measures existing noise
levels onsite from existing offsite sources for onsite uses and
makes recommendations of the height and materials for a
sound barrier onsite along the southern property boundary.

6.

The comments regarded phasing of the project are noted. The
mitigation requirement applies to all phases of the project,
whether non-potable water is or is not available at the time of
phase submittals. An irrigation system that will accommodate
non-potable water is required for each phase. The fair share
methodology used is included in Table 4 of Appendix G.

7.

The concerns regarding the financial viability of the project if a
Community Facilities District (CFD) is required are noted. The
City has initiated a CFD study for the project and the projected
costs will be known prior to issuance of a building permit.

8.

The description of trees on page 23 of the Draft EIR is
consistent with the Landscape Plan submitted with the project
application. The comments regarding changes in the species
included in the final Landscape Plan submittal are noted.

9.

The comments indicating the projected population projection of
1,307 persons is high are noted. City staff projected the
project population based on bedroom counts, and not on
building units. The persons per dwelling unit factors ranges
from 1.5 to 3.5 for the apartment units and 3.0 to 4.5 for
townhomes. The resulting average persons/dwelling unit for

SAPETTO2
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the apartments was 2.67 persons per dwelling unit and the
average persons per dwelling unit for the townhomes was 3.89
persons per dwelling unit. Sixty-three of the 83 townhomes
have three or four bedrooms per unit. More generalized
population factors are used to calculate the project’s park fees.
10.

The project has the potential for indirect minor land use
impacts on adjacent properties (e.g. noise and air quality).
These issues are considered in the traffic, air quality and noise
sections of the document and are not addressed on page 48 of
the Draft EIR.

11.

The comments regarding affordable housing are noted. The
housing costs, apartment rents, and affordable guidelines
were consistent with the available information at the time the
Draft EIR was written.
The City’s Affordable Housing
Ordinance is applicable to the project and an affordable
housing agreement will be finalized or conditioned prior to
Council action on the project.

12.

The attachment is included below as SAPETTO07. The LOS
is hereby revised in the FEIR. As stated on page 56, the traffic
study was completed in April 2011.

13.

The comment regarding when a significant project impact
occurs is noted. The quoted text on page 58 is hereby revised
in the Final EIR as follows: A significant project impacts
occurs in the City of Brea when a project contributes 0.01 or
more to an ICU when the performance standard of LOS D is

SAPETTO3
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exceeded. Please note that this threshold does not apply to
the SR-57 Ramps. A V/C contribution of 0.01 or more is the
significance threshold when a ramp is deficient (V/C > 1.00).
The conservative approach (per Caltrans) is that when a ramp
is deficient, adding any additional traffic causes a significant
impact.
14.

No attached errata mark up is included with the comments.

15.

The comment regarding the need for a discussion of the
jobs/housing balance in the text is noted. This information is
included in Table 5.0-1: Project Alternative Comparison Matrix
on page 182 of the Draft EIR. The Industrial alternative would
have a jobs/housing ratio of 500/0, the proposed project of
202/452.

16.

The comments regarding the need for a discussion of the
jobs/housing balance, AB32 and SB375 are noted. The
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB32) is discussed on
page 84 of the Draft EIR and the Draft EIR discusses the
greenhouse gases related to the project on pages 92-93. The
Sustainable Communities
and Climate Protection Act (SB375) is discussed on page 95
of the Draft EIR. No specific sub-regional emission thresholds
have been adopted to implement SB375 to date. However, as
noted on page 95, SCAG has adopted greenhouse reduction
targets for the region for 2020 and 2035.

17.

Yes, the comments quoted apply to the current application.

SAPETTO4
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18.

The comments regarding cumulative effects on public services
and the projected population estimate are noted.
The
population estimate for the project was discussed above in
Response 9. Although it contains useful information, the
Natelson Dale FIR does not address the current application
and is outdated. Support for the conclusion that the project
has a significant contribution to cumulative public service
impacts within the City is not confined to Table 3.9-1, but is
also discussed in the following four sections for fire protection,
public services, landscaping services and maintenance
services on pages 163, 164 of the Draft EIR.

19.

Fire impact fees are used to fund the cost of building fire
stations and to purchase new fire engines and equipment
required to serve new development.

20.

The proposed park onsite is not a publicly owned park and the
park does not include park service needs identified in the
City’s Master Plan for Parks and Recreation. All projects are
required to comply with City ordinances based on the Quimby
Act.

21.

The comments are noted. Student generation factors
are used to project enrollment and are not used to calculate
school impact fees. The District levels a fixed fee for
residential and commercial/industrial uses based on square
footage. The current District fee is $2.97 per square foot for
residential uses and $0.47 per square foot for commercial
uses.

22.

The City has completed a Community Facilities District study
for the project. The study is available for public review at the
SAPETTO5
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Planning Division and has been provided to the applicant.
23.

The comments are noted. A single project that constitutes 2.9
percent of the total current population of the City is a
significant proportion. At buildout, the project is anticipated to
include a population of 1,307 persons.

24.

The comments are noted. The discussion accurately portrays
project costs based on the prior fiscal impact report. The per
capita factors quoted may be regarded as minimum costs
since the study was completed in 2008.

25.

Yes, fire impact fees are assessed currently. They are
currently $1,029 per single family unit, $731 per multifamily
unit, $191 per thousand square feet of commercial use and
$267 per thousand square feet for office uses. The fees are
periodically updated and these fees may be revised before
future building permits are issued.

26.

The comments are noted. The population estimate was
discussed in Response 9. More generalized population factors
are used to calculate project park fees.
The park credit
agreement terms are included in the Development Agreement.

27.

The comments are noted. See Response 20 regarding the
payment of park fees for the project.

28.

The comments are noted. Discussions with the applicant
regarding payment for ramp impacts have been on-going since
receiving Caltran’s comments. The City is updating its Traffic
Impact Nexus Fee Program to include ramp improvements
and this update is anticipated to be approved by the Council
prior to action on the Central Park Village project. Absent this
SAPETTO6
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update, payment of impact fees related to future ramp
improvements will be via a Condition of Approval and separate
agreement.
29.

The May 2006 Gobar Report is available for review at the
Planning Department.

30.

The comments are noted. No additions are recommended for
the text since the no-build alternative includes no new uses.

31.

The comments are noted. The primary purpose of project
alternatives in a Draft EIR is to identify other projects with less
environmental impacts than the proposed project. The project
alternative analysis is not a project feasibility analysis.

32.

The comments are noted. Project alternatives that include
fewer residential units may result in greater open space, which
could be used for a community park or community facility. The
amount of park space or open space is not specified for
Alternatives 3-6 in Table 5.0-1: Project Alternatives
Comparison Matrix.

33.

The comments are noted. The fiscal impact report did not
include the cost of mitigation measures or include Community
Facilities District costs. A fiscal impact report discusses
revenues and expenditures for the City only. Table 8:
Calculation of Property Tax Base is included in the Fiscal
Impact Report (February 4, 2008).
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SAPETTO07
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10.

Native American Heritage Commission (June 14, 2011)

The comments regarding consultation and CEQA
requirements for cultural resources are noted. As noted, the
Sacred Lands File search of the project location and Native
American cultural resources were not identified by the USGS
coordinates for the project.

NAHC01
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11.

Orange County Sanitation District (July 14, 2011)
The comments that the project will not pose an impact to the
sewer system, the recommended flow factors, and the
information that construction dewatering operations may
require an OCSD permit are noted.

OCSD01
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OCSD02
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12.

Orange County Public Works (July 18, 2011)
Environmental Resources

1.

The comments referring to page 29 and 166-168 are noted.
The reference to San Gabriel Regional Water Quality Control
Board is hereby changed to Santa Ana Regional Water
Control Board on p. 167 in Section 3.10.4: Hydrology/Water
Quality. The project will comply with BMPS consistent with the
Model Water Quality Management Plan for Orange County
approved by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control
Board in 2011.

2.

The comments relative to the Total Maximum Daily Loads for
Coyote Creek and the requirements that the project not create
additional loading of these constituents with established
wasteload allocations are noted. The requirements will be met
with approval of the Water Quality Management Plan for the
project prior to issuance of the final grading permit.

Flood Programs
1.

The Draft EIR adequately identifies regional and sub-regional
drainage facilities owned and operated by Orange County
Flood Control District and the County of Orange in the vicinity
of the project area including Brea Canyon Channel (Facility
No. A04) and Memory Garden Storm Channel (Facility No.
A04S01). The relevant information on project impacts to these
facilities are disclosed in Section 3.10.4 and in the Draft Water
Quality Management Plan for Brea Central Tract No. 39-35 &
70-04, APN 296-241, 340-420 West Central Avenue, Brea,
California (Saxon Engineering Service, January 27, 2009).
The report is available upon request. To summarize, the
project improves discharge conditions to these two facilities
because at buildout the project considerably reduces the
percentage of impervious areas on-site.

OCPW01
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The existing impervious area of the site covers approximately
85-90 percent while the project improves conditions because it
increases (down approximately 21 to 26 percent) the
permeable (additional open space and use of new permeable
areas) surfaces on-site. The City is not aware of existing
deficiencies to convey 100-year discharges to either of the two
identified storm water facilities plus we note due to project
design and the use of structural BMPs future storm flows from
the project will improve and are anticipated to be significantly
less than the current storm flows.
A hydrology study and
hydraulic analysis is required to be submitted for Public Works
review concurrently with the grading and drainage plan prior to
permit issuance. The project is required to address any
deficiencies identified in these studies as part of the final
Public Works submittal.

2.

The comments regarding pre- and post-project discharges
from the site are noted. The project is conditioned to perform
proper engineering analysis to fully demonstrate and confirm
that discharges on and off-site are essentially the same. The
hydrology study is required to be submitted for Public Works
review concurrently with the grading and drainage plan prior to
permit issuance. See Response 1.

3.

The comments regarding the hydrological and hydraulic
analyses requirement are noted.

4.

The comments regarding the Orange County Hydrology
Manual and the Orange County Flood Control Design Manual
are noted. A hydrology study is required as a Condition of
Approval and is submitted concurrently with the preliminary
grading and drainage plan.

OCPW02

30 | P a g e

5.

The need for an OPW encroachment permit for any
improvements within Orange County Flood District (OCFD)
right-of-way is noted.

OCPW03
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13. Notice of Completion of a Draft EIR (May 26, 2011)

A copy of the NOC is provided herein as a matter of public record.

NOC01
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NOC02

NOC03
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14.

Proof of Publication: Brea Star Progress (May 26, 2011)
Proof of publication is provided as a matter of public record
only.

POP01
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Section 10.3: Revisions to the Draft EIR
1.

In Table 3.2-14 in the Draft EIR and in Table 4-1 in Appendix C, the Level of Service designations for the State College & Lambert Road
Existing-Plus-Project scenario are incorrect. The LOS for the am peak hour is C and the LOS for the pm peak hour is B. The revised
information does not result in any new significant effect and does not alter the discussion in the text.

2.

The text on page 58 is hereby revised in the Final EIR as follows: A significant project impacts occurs in the City of Brea when a project
contributes 0.02 or more to an ICU when the performance standard of LOS D is exceeded.

3.

The reference to San Gabriel Regional Water Quality Control Board on page 167, Section 3.10.4, is hereby changed to Santa Ana Regional
Water Control Board.

4.

As stated in Austin-Foust Associates memorandum dated September 16, 2011, Response to Item 13 on page 3, the footnote in Table 3-1,
on page 3-3 of the traffic study in Appendix C is revised to state: “a 40% retail pass-by reduction was used” instead of the stated “34%.retail
pass-by reduction.” The same revision is required on page 61 in the Draft EIR for the footnotes for Table 3.2-3.

5.

The project site location and facilities meet the objectives of an Activity Node, as defined in the General Plan in the Community Development
Element. Activity Nodes were discussed in the Draft EIR on page 39 and their objectives include being a major center of public life,
including main street commercial or village concepts, including streetscape amenities and public places for pedestrians. Exhibit 3-4: Urban
Design Map indicated the existing Activity Node in the Northwest Neighborhoods was located at West Central Avenue and Puente Street
(page 40 of Draft EIR). The project site will become an Activity Node for the Northwest Neighborhood and if the project is approved, the
Activity Node in the General Plan will be moved from its existing location to the project site. This requires a change in the Urban Design Map
in the Community Development Element, deletion of the first paragraph of the Draft EIR on page 52 and a corresponding deletion in Exhibit
3-4 in the Draft EIR

6.

See the revised Central Park plan on page 37 which shows several modified physical features to the park including a splash pad, fountain
plaza, outdoor art walk, shade pockets, children play area, walk path, and introspective garden. The revised plan includes open space
amenities that are in response to Mitigation Measure 1.b in order to provide opportunities for park usage by all ages, not only for residents
living within the project, but for those in Northwest Brea that reside nearby.
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Section 10.4: New Material Added in the Final EIR
The following materials clarify and provide further explanation of issues discussed and evaluated in the Draft EIR. The new material added to the
Final EIR merely clarifies and amplifies the Draft EIR and does not constitute significant new information that would trigger recirculation under
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5 The materials added to the Final EIR include:
1.

The Responses provided by Austin-Foust Associates (July 28, 2011) on traffic comments provided by Caltrans and Aera Energy (i. e.
Comment Letters 1, 6 above) are hereby added to the Final EIR. The responses do not identify new significant project impacts.

2.

The applicant has submitted a revised plan for Central Park. The revisions primarily increase the number of park activities for children and
provide two turf mound areas, more seating areas and more landscaping, as opposed to a single turf area in the initial plan. The revised
park plan replaces Exhibit 2-7: Central Park on page 23 of the DEIR. No new significant environmental impacts result from the revised park
plan.

3.

The project is required to provide 45 multi-family affordable rental units restricted to moderate income for 55 years. If converted to for-sale
condos then 45 units must be sold to moderate income buyers (with first option to the existing tenants) with a new 45-year “ownership”
covenant. This information is hereby added to the discussion of affordable housing in Section 3.1.2 on page 54 of the Draft EIR.
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Revised Central Park Plan
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4.

Several comments were raised during the Study Session before the Planning Commission on August 23, 2011:

Comment 4.1. Neither the traffic study nor the EIR section includes a discussion of Brea Canyon Road capacity or impacts of adding project traffic
to that roadway.
Response 4.1 by Austin-Foust Associates Response. Brea Canyon Road is not addressed in this traffic study because the proposed project will
add 125 daily trips to this roadway, which is 0.625 percent of the total forecast volume (2025 volume is 20,000 ADT). The trip distribution of three
percent is applied to the total project increment. The trip distribution is taken directly from the Brea Area Traffic Model (BATM), which is a subarea
model based on the parent OCTAM model. As such, it uses the same distribution as used for all local and regional analyses in Orange County.
Trips on this roadway are destined for LA County, which has few destination areas (e.g., employment) within close proximity, particularly given the
large number of destinations in Brea and the surrounding part of Orange County.
Comment 4.2. Is the Aera Energy project included in the traffic model?
Response 4.2. See the enclosed Memorandum below addressed to David Crabtree from Cassandra Carlin of Austin-Foust Associates Inc. dated
October 11, 2011.
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AFA07
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Table 1
NCSAM/BATM – LAND USE SUMMARY

Zone
200
201
202
203
Total

1
1
1
1

Land Use Type
Single Family Residential
Single Family Residential
Single Family Residential
Single Family Residential

Units
DU
DU
DU
DU

Existing
Amount
0
0
0
0

2025
Amount
36
10
72
50

Difference
36
10
72
50

1

Single Family Residential

DU

0

168

168

Table 2
NCSAM/BATM – LAND USE SUMMARY

Zone
988

Total

1
2
3
4
6
7
8
9

Land Use Type
Single Family Residential
Multi-Family Residential
Population
Employed Residents
Retail Employment
Service Employment
Other Employment
High School

Units
DU
DU
Pop
E-R
Emp
Emp
Emp
STU

Existing
Amount
6,697
2,825
32,712
13,537
1,858
2,510
958
5,525

2025
Amount
8,144
5,064
38,235
15,208
1,877
2,941
812
6,225

Difference
1,447
2,239
5,523
1,671
19
431
-146
700

Total Residential
Total Employment

DU
Emp

9,522
5,326

13,208
5,630

3,686
304

AFA08
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AFA09
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AFA10
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AFA11
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Section 10.5: Additional Materials from Public Hearings
None to date.
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