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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

The purpose of this document is to present public comments and responses to comments received on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (State Clearinghouse Number 2017041031) for the Red Hill
Avenue Specific Plan located in the City of Tustin. The Draft Program EIR was released for public review
and comment by the City of Tustin on February 1, 2018 for a 45-day review period ending on March 19,
2018.

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the City of
Tustin, as the Lead Agency, has evaluated all substantive comments received on the Draft Program EIR,
and has prepared written responses to these comments. This document has been prepared in accordance
with CEQA and represents the independent judgment of the Lead Agency.

1.2 Format

The Final EIR for the Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan Project consists of the Draft Program EIR and its
technical appendices; the Responses to Comments included herein; other written documentation
prepared during the EIR process; and those documents which may be modified by the City Council at the
time of consideration of certification of the Final EIR. The City Council would also consider adoption of a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), a Statement of Findings of Fact, and a Statement
of Overriding Considerations as part of the approval process for the Project.

This Response to Comments document is organized as follows:
Section 1 Provides a brief introduction to this document.
Section 2 Identifies the Draft Program EIR commenters.

Section 3 Provides responses to substantive comments received on the Draft Program EIR.
Responses are provided in the form of individual responses to comment letters received.
Comment letters are followed immediately by the responses to each letter.

Section 4 Presents clarifications to the Program EIR, identifying revisions to the text of the
document.

1.3  CEQA Requirements Regarding Comments and Responses

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) directs persons and public agencies to focus their review of a Draft EIR
“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

Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 1-1
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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 CEQA Guidelines Section
15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Section
15204(d) states, “Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental
information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.” CEQA Guidelines 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 Final EIR.

Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 1-2
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2 LIST OF RESPONDENTS

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the following is a list of public agencies,
organizations, and individuals and businesses that submitted comments on the Draft Program EIR
received as of close of the public review period on March 19, 2018. Comments have been numbered and
responses have been developed with corresponding numbers.

Letter Date of Page
Reference Commenter Correspondence No.
C-1 Department of Transportation, District 12 March 19, 2018 3-3
C-2 South Coast Air Quality Management District March 14, 2018 3-11
C-3 Orange County Transportation Authority March 16, 2018 3-23
C-4 City of Irvine February 26, 2018 3-26
C-5 Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County March 16, 2018 3-33
C-6 Kevin Heydman February 4, 2018 3-35
c-7 Kathy Hall February 16, 2018 3-38
C-8 Peter Kim February 16, 2018 3-40
Cc-9 Howard L. Abel March 15, 2018 3-42
C-10 Jerry Marcil February 5, 2018 3-46
C-11 Tim Mcc February 22, 2018 3-48
C-12 Qantas Corman March 7, 2018 3-50
C-13 Susan Eilenberg February 6, 2018 3-52
C-14 WTM Tustin Investors, LP, and Lake Union Investors, LP March 16, 2018 3-54
Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 2-1
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3 RESPONSES TO ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENTS

This section includes responses to all substantive environmental issues raised in comments received on
the Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan Draft Program EIR (Program EIR). Comments submitted include
guestions about conclusions identified in the Draft Program EIR, findings and methodology for preparation
of technical analyses; position statements for/against the Project; and comments about community and
regional issues. The Final EIR provides responses to comments on significant environmental points
describing the disposition of issues, explanations of the EIR analysis, supporting EIR conclusions, and new
information or clarifications, as appropriate. The Final EIR does not respond to the comments on the
merits of the Project nor does it attempt to solve regional issues requiring full countywide input and
consideration. When comments did not address the completeness or adequacy of the environmental
documentation, or did not raise significant environmental issues, the receipt of the comment is noted; no
further response is provided.

This section is formatted so that the respective comment letters are followed immediately by the
corresponding responses. Where sections of the Program EIR are excerpted in this document, the sections
are shown indented. Changes to the EIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikesst for
deletions.
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Letter C-1 Department of Transportation, District 12
Marlon Regisford
March 19, 2018

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—-CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

Comment Letter C-1

EDMUND G, BROWN Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 12

1750 EAST FOURTH STREET, SUITE 100

SANTA ANA, CA 92705

PHONE (657) 328-6267

FAX (657) 328-6510

TTY 711

www.dot.ca gov

March 19, 2018

Erica Demkowicz
City of Tustin

300 Centennial Way
Tustin, CA 92680

Dear Ms. Demkowicz,

Making Conservation
a California Way of Life.

File: IGR/CEQA
SCH: #2017041031
12-ORA-2018-00809
1-5; PM 29.102

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the review of
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan
bordering the Interstate 5 (I-5) Freeway. The mission of Caltrans is te provide a safe, sustainable,
integrated and efficient transportation system to enhance California’s economy and livability.

The project proposes 325,000 additional square feet of nonresidential development and 500
additional residential dwelling units. The project is approximately 43.11-acres, inclusive of
approximately 7.32 acres of roadway rights-of-way. The project area extends along Red Hill
Avenue to Bryan Avenue to the northeast, and generally Walnut Avenue to the southwest. I-5
bisects the Specific Plan area creating the northern and southern portions of the Specific Plan
area. Interstate 5 is overseen by Caltrans. Caltrans is a responsible agency and has the following
comments:

Air Quality

1. Caltrans recommends that vehicle parking spaces developed within the Specific Plan area
shall be EV ready to encourage EV use and appropriately size electrical panels to
accommodate future expanded EV use. The voluntary ride sharing program cculd be
achieved through a multifaceted approach, such as designating a certain percentage of
parking spaces for ride-sharing vehicles

e The entire length of the Specific Plan is within a mile of Interstate 5. Residents of
the new 500 residential units living within the Specific Plan would be exposed to
significant concentrations of air pollutants and may be develop health
complications. Please consider the creation of vegetation walls to mitigate the
effects of air pollutants on residents. Visit the Environmental Protection Agency’s
website for additional information: https://www.epa.gov/sciencematters/living-
close-roadways-health-concerns-and-mitigation-strategies. Consider this strategy

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transporiation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability "

Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 3-3
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City of Tustin
March 19,2018
Page 2

when implementing the planned streetscape and landscaped median
improvements.

e Since a majority of the proposed land use along Red Hill Avenue will be
commercial, designate rideshare pick-up and drop off areas, as to not interfere
with the general flow of traffic.

Traffic Operations

2. The Traffic Impact Study (TIS) reviewed multiple intersections, including:
4. Red Hill Avenue at I-5 NB Ramps
5. Red Hill Avenue at I-5 SB Ramps
e Please include queuing analysis for Calirans on/off-ramps. This complements
Objective 7-1: Ensure infrastructure capacity within the Specific Plan area meets
future demands.

Transportation Planning

3. Caltrans currently has plans for I-5 improvements that includes Red Hill Avenue. The
City and Caltrans, along with OCTA, can coordinate to determine what improvements are
adequate mitigation for the Specific Plan and fair-share contribution from the City. The
City’s contribution will be proportional to the extent of its impact on State facilities.

4, The TIS identified existing bus routes that run within the Specific Planning area. It
includes Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) Routes 66, 71, and 79.

e Please include Tustin Metrolink Station into the City’s analysis. The station is
located three miles away from the Specific Plan. Inform residents, workers, and
visitors to the Specific Plan about the transit opportunities available to them. This
would complement Objective 2-1: Identify ways to improve and enhance linkages
and connections between new development in the Specific Plan area and
surrounding neighborhoods; of the General Plan.

e (Caltrans” previous comment letter for the NOP expressed the importance of
increasing multi-modal options and accessibility within the Specific Plan. Please
consider the development of a multi-modal transportation fund to mitigate
transportation impacts of development. This fund can provide capital for the
development of the multi-modal alternatives and enhancement of existing transit
facilities. This would complement Objective 4-4: Identify local, State, and Federal
funding opportunities that can provide businesses assistance and offer the City the
means to upgrade the area, along with Objective 5-3: Promote and develop a
transportation system which includes provisions for public transportation, bikes,
and pedestrians; of the Specific Plan.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
10 enhance California’s econonty and livability”

cont'd
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March 19, 2018
Page 3

5. The Specific Plan is adjacent to multiple educational facilities of all levels, elementary to
high school.

Consider the development of a Safe Routes to School Study. This would not only
improve the safety of students, but also improve multi-modal travel options to
school from the surrounding residential neighborhoods. Caltrans would like to
inform the city of possible funding opportunities for the aforementioned Study.
Please consider applying for Caltrans’ Sustainable Transportation Planning Grant.
Coordinate with local school districts, local authorities, surrounding local
agencies, and Caltrans about applying for the Grant. Please visit:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/grants.html for additional information.

The City’s Bike Master Plan designates a Class II bicycle facility for the entire
length of Red Hill Avenue. The implementation of this proposal not only
complements the suggested Safe Routes to School, but also improves multi-modal
transportation options along the Specific Plan. The multi-modal transportation
fund would help in the construction of the bicycle facility. Red Hill Avenue is a
major corridor in the City of Tustin and will experience heavy traffic. Please
ensure the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians by including bicycle and pedestrian
signs along Red Hill Avenue. Increase rider safety by improving the proposed
Class IT with a colored bicycle path. This complements Objective 1-1: Establish a
streetscape program using landscaping, signage, street furniture, entry statements,
and other visual amenities compatible with the character of Tustin to achieve a
distinct identity for the area.

The City should mitigate the Red Hill/SB I-5 intersection to a less than significant
level, which shall not include the removal of bike lanes.

Systemn Planning Comments:

6. Explore the potential of establishing a city wide multimodal transportation fee to fund
non-auto infrastructure improvement projects. A fee program as such would support the
management of vehicular trip demand.

e Developments along Red Hill Avenue in the project area can fund the
construction of bike and pedestrian facilities. According to Policy 6.14 in the
City’s General Plan Circulation Element (2008), new developments are
required to dedicate land and fund the improvement of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. Dedicated funding (such as the funding mechanisms mentioned in
the traffic study) can help ensure construction of the facilities.

7. Please explore a potential partnership with Caltrans to provide, or dedicate spaces in an

existing lot, to create a park and ride facility within or adjacent to the project area. A park

and ride lot would support Caltrans’ initiative to create a network of managed lanes
facilities. Policy 5.1 of the City’s Circulation Element (2008) supports the development
of park-and-ride lots near the SR 55 and I-5 freeways.

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

Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan
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City of Tustin
March 19, 2018
Page 4

8. Future development plans that fall within the project area should be circulated to Caltrans
for review and concurrence.

9. The project should be conditioned to ensure connections to existing bike lanes and
multiuse trails to facilitate walking and biking to nearby jobs, neighborhood services, and
transit. Providing these connections with streets configured for alternative transportation
modes will reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by promoting usage of nearby public
transit lines. Mitigation to reduce VMT should include funding the proposed bike paths
identified in the OCTA Commuter Bikeways Strategic Plan (2009). These paths include a
Class II bike lane on Red Hill Avenue from Edinger Avenue to Nisson Road, Class IT
bike lane on Red Hill Avenue from El Camino Real to First Street, Class II bike lane on
Red Hill Avenue from First Street to Melvin Way, and Class II bike lane on Red Hill
Avenue from Melvin Way to North of Irvine Boulevard. The projects provided above
have been identified as Regional Priority Projects in the OCTA Commuter Bikeways
Strategic Plan.

e The Specific Plan proposes that Class II bike lanes be striped through the entirety
of Red Hill Avenue in the project area, and development should adhere to this
proposal. The proposal would increase connectivity in the bike network and is
consistent with the City of Tustin’s Bicycle Master Plan, as Red Hill Avenue is
identified as a proposed Class II bike lane. Additionally, there are existing Class
11 lanes located from Nisson Avenue to El Camino Real. These lanes shall not be
removed in order to ensure connectivity.

10. We also encourage you to develop Travel Demand Management (TDM) policies to
encourage smart mobility and the use of nearby OCTA Bus Routes 71, 79, and 79A. To
reduce regional VMT and traffic impacts to the State Highway System please consider
requiring future development to adopt the TDM options listed below:

e Project design to encourage walking, bicycling, and convenient transit access;

e Dedicate carpool parking spaces;

s Allocate space for bicycle parking; 10

e Form of a Transportation Management Association (TMA) in partnership with other
developments in the area;

e Adopt an aggressive frip reduction target with Lead Agency monitoring and
enforcement;

¢ Reduce headway times for adjacent transit routes; and

¢ Provide and/or subsidize transit passes for employees and residents on a continuing

basis.
“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient ransportation system
to enh California s and livabifity”
Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 3-6
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City of Tustin
March 19, 2018
Page 5

Active Transportation Comments:

11. Several schools are located adjacent to the project area. Thus, multimodal challenges and
potential safety measures (e.g., yellow striping, signage, etc.) should be taken info
consideration when implementing the Specific Plan. Nearby parks can attract pedestrians 11
and bicyclists, too, so these should also be considered when making improvements.

e Development of Safe Routes to School programs can be utilized to help identify
sensitive areas and decrease negative impacts around schools.

12. Ramps and other measures (i.e., truncated domes, sidewalk widths, etc.) shall be
constructed or updated at all intersections in the project area to adhere to the Americans 12
with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. Policy 6.3 of the City’s Circulation Element
supports this notion.

13. Caltrans supports the development of plans and projects that incorporate Complete
Streets features, which increase safety as multimodal accessibility for all potential users
of the corridor. Caltrans has developed a guide for implementing Complete Streets
features on roadways such as Red Hill Avenue, with the goal of ensuring that plans and
projects support mutual transportation, development, livability and sustainability goals.
The Main Streets Guide can be accessed here:
http://dot.ca.gov/hg/Land Arch/mainstreet/main_street 3rd_edition.pdf

e In the Circulation Element, Goal 6 is to, “Increase the use of non-motorized
modes of transportation,” with subsequent Policies supporting this Goal.
Therefore, Complete Streets measures should be implemented to ensure that
safety, access, mobility, and sustainability are increased for all potential users,
especially since traffic volumes are expected to increase over time.

13

Please continue to coordinate with Caltrans for any future developments that could potentially
impact State transportation facilities. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
Julie Lugaro at 657-328-6368 or Julie.lugaro@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
P y} A <
/) o

MARLON REGISFO

Branch Chief, Regional-IGR-Transit Planning

District 12

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s econony and livability”
Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 3-7
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Response 1

The recommendations of Caltrans related to electric vehicle (EV) charging stations, the use of vegetation
walls, and ridesharing facilities are noted. The Program EIR Mitigation Measure (MM) 4.2-1 requires
project-specific development plans and specifications to designate vehicle parking spaces to be EV ready
and that electrical panels are appropriately sized to accommodate future expanded EV use. MM 4.4-2
requires future commercial uses within the Specific Plan area include Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions
(CC&Rs) that provide for a voluntary vanpool/shuttle and employee ridesharing programs for which all
employees shall be eligible to participate. The voluntary ride sharing program could be achieved through a
multi-faceted approach, such as designating a certain percentage of parking spaces for ride-sharing vehicles,
designating adequate passenger loading and unloading and waiting areas for ridesharing vehicles, and/or
providing a web site or message board for coordinating rides. With respect to vegetation walls associated
with residential development proximate to I-5, the Program EIR does not evaluate any project-specific
developments. Should residential development be proposed in the future within 500 feet of I-5, the City
will require project review including preparing a Health Risk Assessment as set forth in MM 4.2-4. At such
time, the City could consider additional development conditions of approval, such as recommended by
Caltrans.

Response 2

The following summarizes the projected vehicle queues for the morning and evening peak hours for the
Red Hill Avenue and I-5 northbound and southbound on-ramps and off-ramps:

Projected Queue (feet)
Queuing
Distance Number AM Peak PM Peak
Intersection Ramp Movement (feet) of Lanes Hour Hour
On-Ramp NB Meter 407 2 116° 16°
Red Hill at I-5 NB Ramps WBL 480" ? 2 113/200°¢ 131/225¢
Off-Ramp
WBR 380*® 1 222/344¢ 383/544°¢
On-Ramp SB Meter 431 2 272° 168 ®
Red Hill at I-5 SB Ramps EBL 430* 2 1 85/154°¢ 293/434°¢
Off-Ramp
EBR 430* 2 1 184/296°¢ 195/309°¢
a. Queue per lane at 80% of maximum service rate
b.  Plus 500+ feet of single-lane off-ramp
c. 50t /95t Percentile

Response 3

The comment is noted regarding future improvements to I-5. As it pertains to the proposed project, the
Program EIR evaluates the potential traffic effects associated with buildout of the Specific Plan Project
including impacts to Caltrans facilities within the traffic study area. Per CEQA requirements, an
improvement has been identified to mitigate the Project impact. The City shall coordinate with Caltrans
in its future implementation or in the identification of alternate improvements, if necessary.

Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 3-8
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Response 4

The following provides a description of the transit and rail services available to the area via the Tustin
Metrolink Station:

The Tustin Metrolink Station is located on Edinger Avenue, west of Jamboree Road,
approximately two to three miles from the Specific Plan area. Metrolink trains on the
Orange County Line (Oceanside to LA) stop at the Tustin station. Metrolink trains run in
the northbound direction from 4:21 AM to 11:46 AM and 3:46 to 9:06 PM, and from 7:51
to 10:23 AM and 2:03 to 10:33 PM in the southbound direction, Monday through Friday.
Headways (the time interval between train arrivals) vary between 12 minutes and 1%
hours, with the shortest headways occurring during the morning and evening commute
periods. Weekend Metrolink service is provided between 9:25 AM and 6:46 PM, with
two-hour to three-hour headways.

The OCTA bus route closest to the Specific Plan area that serves the Tustin Metrolink
Station is Route 472, which travels on Red Hill Avenue to Edinger Avenue to reach the
station. The closest bus stop for Route 472 is located at the corner of Red Hill Avenue at
Edinger Avenue. Route 472 runs only during the morning and evening commute periods,
with 10 to 40-minute headways.

With respect to Caltrans’ request for the City to consider the creation of a multi-modal transportation
fund to traffic impacts and transit facilities, the recommendation is noted and will be provided to City
decision-makers. No further response is required.

Response 5

With respect to Caltrans’ suggestion for the City to prepare a Safe Routes to School Study, the
recommendation is noted but is beyond the scope of the Program EIR.

With respect to the provision of bike signage, the Specific Plan includes a wayfinding signage program.
With respect to a multi-modal transportation fund, please refer to the response to Comment 4. Caltrans’
recommendations are noted and will be provided to City decision-makers. No further response is
required.

The Traffic Study identified the following mitigation measure to mitigate the Project’s impact at the
intersection of Red Hill Avenue at the I-5 southbound ramp: Re-stripe the eastbound approach (the
off-ramp) to convert from one shared left-through lane and one dedicated right-turn lane to one
dedicated left-turn lane and a shared left-through-right lane. This improvement would not require the
removal of the bike lane on Red Hill Avenue. While this improvement has been identified per CEQA
requirements, the City shall coordinate with Caltrans in its future implementation or in identification of
alternate improvements, if necessary.

Response 6

Please refer to the response to Comment 4 regarding a multi-modal transportation fund.

Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 3-9
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Response 7

A park-and-ride facility within the Specific Plan area is not currently proposed. However, Caltrans’
recommendation and offer of participation is noted and will be provided to City decision-makers. Please
also refer to the response to Comment 1 regarding ridesharing.

Response 8

The comment is noted.

Response 9

The comment is noted. No further response is required.

Response 10

The recommendations of Caltrans to reduce vehicle miles traveled are noted. Many of these
recommendations are identified in the proposed Specific Plan related to creating a Specific Plan area that
encourages options to personal vehicle use including bike paths, bike parking, transit use, and ridesharing
(see the response to Comment 1). The City also has a Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Program. Additional options can be considered by the City as site-specific development projects are
proposed and reviewed by the City.

Response 11

Please refer to the response to Comment 5.

Response 12

The comment is noted. The City of Tustin Public Works Department currently has a program to install
ADA ramps and Accessible Pedestrian Signals (APS) at intersections.

Response 13

The comment is noted. No further response is required.

Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 3-10
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Letter C-2 South Coast Air Quality Management District
Lijin Sun, J.D., Program Supervisor
March 14, 2018

Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 3-11
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Erica Demkowicz March 14, 2018

SCAQMD staff is available to work with the lead agency to address these issues and any other questions
that may arise. Please contact Ryan Bafiuelos, Air Quality Specialist, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3479
if you have any questions regarding the enclosed comments.

cont'd

Sincerely,

Lijin Sun, 1.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment
LS:RB
ORC180202-02
Control Number

Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 3-13
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Erica Demkowicz March 14, 2018

b)

c)

)
)
1}
2
)
i
1))

9

from the Proposed Project, and/or limiting the number of individual construction project phases
occurring simultaneously. Include this requirement as a bid or contract specification with
contractors. Require periodic reporting and provision of written documents by contractors to
prove and ensure compliance.

Require the use of 2010 model year diesel haul trucks that conform to 2010 EPA truck standards
or newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and seil import/export) during
construction, and if the Lead Agency determines that 2010 model year or newer diesel haul trucks
are not feasible, the Lead Agency shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx
emissions requirements, at a minimum, Include this requirement as a bid or contract specification
with contractors. Require periodic reporting and provision of written documents by contractors to
prove and ensure compliance. :

Maximize use of solar energy including solar panels; installing the maximum possible number of
solar energy arrays on the building roofs and/or on the Project site to generate solar energy for the
facility. :

Limit parking supply and unbundle parking costs.

Maximize the planting of trees in landscaping and parking lots.

Use light colored paving and roofing materials.

Install light colored “cool” roofs and cool pavements,

Require use of electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters.

Require use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers.

Utilize only Energy Star heating, cooling, and lighting devices, and appliances.

Use of water-based or low VOC cleaning products.

To further reduce particulate matter from the Proposed Project, SCAQMD staff recommends that the
Lead Agency include the following mitigation measures in the Final EIR.

a)

b)

<)

d)

Suspend all soil disturbance activities when winds exceed 25 mph as instanfaneous gusts or when
visible plumes emanate from the site and stabilize all disturbed areas.

Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site
construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM10 generation.

Sweep all sireets at least once a day using SCAQMD Rule 1186, 1186.1 certified street sweepers
or roadway washing trucks if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets (recommend
water sweepers with reclaimed water).

Apply water three times daily or non-toxic soil stabilizers according te manufacturers’
specifications to all unpaved parking or staging areas, unpaved road surfaces, or to areas where
soil is disturbed. Reclaimed water should be used.

cont'd
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FErica Demkowicz - March 14, 2018

Other Comment

7. SCAQMD staff found an inconsistency amongst the references included in the Draft EIR. In the Air
Quality Analysis, the Lead Agency refers to “MM 4.2-5" to mitigate threshold 4.2-4; however, the
Lead Agency did not proposed or include the “MM 4,2-5” in the Draft EIR®, This inconsistency 8
makes the Air Quality Analysis difficult to follow. Therefore, the Lead Agency should correct the
inconsistency in the Final EIR.

2 Thid. Section 4.2.5, Page 4.2-16,
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Response 1

The comment provides a summary of the project, the air quality analysis in the Draft Program EIR, the
2016 Air Quality Management Plan, general information about the CEQA Guidelines, and introductory
comments. The comment is general in nature. Specific responses to subsequent comments are provided
below.

Response 2

CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 notes that the degree of specificity required in an EIR should correspond
to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR. An EIR on the
adoption or amendment of a plan, such as the proposed Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan, “...need not be a
detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that may follow.” Therefore, the quantification of
construction impacts associated with future potential development projects is not required.

The Draft Specific Plan Program EIR provides a programmatic analysis of the future development potential
allowed by the Specific Plan. It should be noted that specific development projects are not proposed and
are therefore not analyzed within the Draft Program EIR. As discussed under Draft Program EIR Impact
4.2-2, quantifying individual future development’s air emissions from short-term, temporary
construction-related activities would be speculative due to project-level variability and uncertainties
concerning locations, detailed site plans, construction schedules/duration, equipment requirements, etc.,
among other factors, which are presently unknown. For example, project-specific earthwork and the
associated number of haul truck trips have a major influence on construction emissions, and these details
can vary drastically depending on specific project requirements (i.e., a project with a subterranean garage
would require much more excavation and off-site hauling than a project with only surface parking). Since
these parameters can vary so widely (and individual project-related construction activities are time
dependent and based upon numerous factors including size, earthwork volumes, timing/duration, etc.),
qguantifying precise construction-related emissions and impacts would yield unreliable, speculative
results.

Using construction scenarios that have already been developed for the Downtown Commercial Core
Specific Plan EIR to quantify construction air quality emissions for the Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan is not
necessary or appropriate. They are two separate projects. It is noted that the Downtown Commercial
Core Specific Plan EIR quantified construction emissions and determined that construction emissions
would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and that impacts would be significant and unavoidable. The Draft
Program EIR for the Red Hill Specific Plan reached the same conclusion.

As noted above, specific development projects have not been identified as part of the Red Hill Avenue
Specific Plan. Therefore, a program level analysis has been provided in the Draft Specific Plan EIR and
worst case potential impacts were disclosed and corresponding mitigation was identified. Project specific
analysis and mitigation (if necessary) would be required for future projects.

Response 3

The analysis conservatively modeled operations of full build out of the Specific Plan in 2019 as the worst-
case scenario. It would not be practical to use 2018 as the operational year because it is the current year
and future development projects could not possibly be developed and operational in 2018.
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Environmental clearance and other approvals would also be required of future development projects
within the Specific Plan area.

The 2019 operational analysis year is considered conservative because emissions factors decrease in
future years due to vehicle fleet turnover and implementation of regulatory improvements. As such, the
analysis of future interim milestone years (e.g., 2020, 2025, and 2030, as suggested in the commenter)
would result in lower emissions levels than what has been identified in the Draft Program EIR. The lower
future emissions levels would only reflect the fleet turnover and regulatory improvements anticipated by
CalEEMod and EMFAC. Air quality related mitigation measures and policies included in the Draft Program
EIR are already reflected in the emissions modeling for the Specific Plan. There are no additional
guantifiable mitigation measures or policies that would be incorporated into future milestone years.

Response 4

As described above and in the Draft Program EIR, the Draft Red Hill Specific Plan EIR is a programmatic
analysis that addresses impacts as specifically and comprehensively as possible. The Specific Plan provides
planning policies and regulations that connect General Plan policies to guide future change, but does not
propose any specific development project. While the analysis of detailed project level actions can
eliminate the need for further environmental documentation, those details are currently not available for
future potential development projects from an air quality perspective. As such, on a programmatic level,
the analysis identifies significant and unavoidable impacts for construction and operations and identifies
applicable mitigation. Part of the basis for the impact conclusions was the fact that specific development
projects and construction schedules are currently unknown and have the potential to overlap.

The Draft Program EIR identifies standard conditions that would ensure compliance with SCAQMD rules
as well as mitigation measures that would require future development to mitigate regional air quality
impacts during the development review process. Mitigation measures may include energy efficiency
measures, water efficiency measures, encouragement of alternatively fueled vehicles, facilitation of ride-
sharing programs, provide informational materials on low ROG/VOC consumer products, among others.

Response 5

As described above in responses 2 through 4, specific development projects have not been identified and
are not analyzed within the Draft Program EIR. The commenter requests the addition of a mitigation
measure that requires LST analyses for future development projects. An analysis of localized impacts
would be required for future development projects as part of a project specific environmental review as
this is the recommended methodology and necessary for an adequate environmental document.
Therefore, the addition of a new mitigation measure is not required.

Response 6

Although the Draft Program EIR states that residential development could potentially be constructed as
close as 100 feet from I-5, there are no development applications for any such development. The analysis
of health risk impacts depends on numerous variables, and the location of receivers can greatly influence
the results. Therefore, the Draft Program EIR includes mitigation requiring project-specific health risk
assessments for projects located within the CARB recommended 500-foot freeway buffer zone. As
described in MM 4.2-4, a health risk assessment would be required to first determine if any impacts would

Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 3-21
Responses to Comments and Tribal Consultation



Section 3.0
City of Tustin Responses to Comments

occur based on the project’s location and other parameters and also determine which specific measures
would be the most effective at reducing that impact. The inclusion of the mitigation measures specified
in the comment may not be necessary after the project-level analysis or may become obsolete. Draft
Program EIR MM 4.2-4 allows for a project specific analysis and mitigation measures, if necessary, when
future development is identified.

The commenter also identifies the SCAQMD Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in
General Plans and Local Planning (2005) as additional guidance for siting sensitive receptors. Although
not specifically referenced in the Draft Program EIR, the analysis complies with the recommendations in
the guidance document. For example, the guidance document recommends the buffer distances to
sources of air contaminants that were recommended by CARB in the Air Quality Land Use Handbook,
which is what the analysis in Draft Program EIR Section 4.2-4 and mitigation measure 4.2-4 are based on.
Furthermore, the Draft Program EIR is consistent with applicable recommended policies in the SCAQMD
guidance document through the requirements of MM 4.2-4. MM 4.2-4 requires a health risk assessment
for future development projects located within 500 feet of I-5. The health risk assessment is required to
identify mitigation for projects that are shown to exceed the SCAQMD’s thresholds. For example, this
mitigation measure would require future development projects to ensure that site plans incorporate the
appropriate set-backs and other design features to reduce toxic air contaminant exposure (SCAQMD
recommended policies AQ 1.1.3 and AQ 1.1.4).

Response 7

The Draft Program EIR found impacts associated with construction to be potentially significant due to the
unknown nature of construction activities associated with future development projects. As a result, the
Draft Program EIR identified standard conditions that would minimize construction emissions. Standard
Condition (SC) 4.2-1 requires adherence to SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) to reduce fugitive dust
emissions generated at future construction sites by requiring dust abatement measures. State Vehicle
Code Section 23114 requires all trucks hauling excavated or graded material to the prevention of such
material spilling onto public streets. SC 4.2-2 requires future construction contractors to adhere to
SCAQMD Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings) to limit volatile organic compounds from architectural
coatings.

As addressed in the Program EIR, environmental review would be required for future development
projects. Project-specific environmental review would rely on the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds to
determine the significance level of a future project impact. Projects that exceed the SCAQMD’s thresholds
would be required to implement all feasible project specific mitigation measures, such as those identified
in the comment (e.g., the use of Tier 4 construction equipment, 2010 model year diesel haul trucks, etc.).
Additionally, the particulate matter measures identified by the commenter are part of the recommended
measures in SCAQMD Rule 403. As noted above, the Standard Conditions identified in the Draft Program
EIR require compliance with Rule 403. Additionally, MM 4.2-3 provides numerous options for reducing
operational emissions, similar to the measures recommended by the commenter. It should be noted that
the mitigation measure specifically states that these are potential measures and that mitigation measures
for future development projects are not limited to those listed in MM 4.2-3. The actual mitigation
measures required for future development projects would be determined as a part of project-specific
environmental review by the City of Tustin.
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Response 8

The comment identifies a typographical error in the numbering of the mitigation measure referenced on
page 4.2-16 of the Draft Program EIR. Page 4.2-16 is revised and incorporated into the Final EIR, as
indicated below.

Therefore, implementation of MM 4.2-54 is required to ensure a project-specific Health Risk
Assessment (HRA) is conducted for future residential uses located within 500 feet of I-5.
Implementation of MM 4.2-54 would reduce exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations to a less than significant level.
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Letter C-3 Orange County Transportation Authority
Dan Phu, Manager, Environmental Programs
March 16, 2018
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Response 1

OCTA’s support of a Class Il bikeway on Red Hill Avenue is noted.

Response 2

The comment is noted. No further response is required.

Response 3

The Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan, Chapter 4, Land Use and Development Standards, requires an access
plan be submitted and approved by the City as a part of Design Review prior to the approval of
development projects. The access plan is required to identify the location of bike racks and lockers to
accommodate estimated bike user needs which would be defined on a project-specific basis.

Response 4

The comment is noted. The Specific Plan is programmatic in nature and encourages opportunities for
non-vehicular movement. The suggested improvements (e.g., shower facilities) can be implemented on
a project-specific basis. No further response is required.

Response 5

The comment is noted. The City will continue to coordinate with OCTA. No further response is required.
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Letter C-4 City of Irvine
Melissa Chao, Senior Planner
February 26, 2018
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Ms, Erica Demkowicz
February 26, 2018

Page 2 of 6
. . . . T
« |Intersections of Irvine Blvd at Newport Ave., Browning Ave. and Tustin Ranch
Rd.
* Intersections of Bryan Ave. at Newport Ave., Browning Ave. and Tustin Ranch !
Rd. |
contd |
. , . . . . . ) 1 |
The additional intensity of this proposed project warrants additional intersection |
evaluation beyond the limits of the proposed street improvements. These study {
locations are located within the City of Irvine’s Irvine Business Complex (IBC) Vision |
Plan traffic study area and Irvine's North lrvine Transportation Mitigation (NITM)
traffic study area. 1
2. The ICU worksheets in the Traffic Appendices indicate that in the build-out scenario
the intersection of Red Hill at Walnut goes from LOS D in the No Project to LOS E
(shown below) in the With Project scenario in the PM Peak hour; however, the DEIR
shows this location as LOS D and no project impact. Revise accordingly.
) PV | vi>TRO |
Version 5.00-00 |
Red Hill Corridor SP
Vistro File: K:\..\_Tustin Red Hill PM.vistro Scenario 4 BO WP PM |
Report File: K:\..d - BO WP PM_ADJ EX pdf 112212018 !
Intersection Analysis Summary . 2
D Intersection Name Control Type| Method Worst Mymit vic Delay tmshj LOS §
1 Bryan Ave / Red Hill Ave Signalized ICU 1 WB Thru 0.853 - D !
2 San Juan St/ Red Hill Ave | Signaiized ICU1 NB Thru 0.481 - A
3 [Ei Camino Real / Red Hill Ave| Signalized tCU 1 NB Thru 0.804 )
4 i-15 NB Ramps / Red Hill Ave| Signalized ICU 1 WB Right 0.659 - B
5  |1-15 SB Ramps / Red Hill Ave| Signalized 1IcU 1 NBRight [ o972 E E |
6 Red Hill Ave /Nisson Rd | Signallzed icu 1 NB Thru 0.847 - D
7 Red Hill Ave / Mitchell Ave | Signalized icU 1 NB Thru 0.747 C :
8 Red Hil Ave / Walnut Ave | Signalized ICU1 NB Thru 0.904 - E I
9 |Red Hill Ave / Sycamore Ave| Signalized ICU 1 NB Thru 0.665 - B |
|
VIC, Delay, LOS: For two-way stop, these values are taken from the movement wilh the worst (highest) delay value. for
all other control types, they are taken for the whole intersection,
v
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Ms. Erica Demkowicz
February 26, 2018

Page 3 of 6
— Y
Version 5.00-00
Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 8: Red Hill Ave / Walnut Ave
Conbrol Type! Signalized Delay (sec ! veh}: -
Analysis Mathod: Icu1 Level Of Service: E
Analysis Pariod: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v} 0.504
Intersection Selup
T Name Red Hill Ave Red Hill Ave Walnul Ave Walnut Ave cont'd
Appraach Northibound Southbound Easthound Wesbound 2
Lane Cortrain allk llk lFk unils
Tuming Movemert Lefi | Theu | Right | Left | Thu | Right | Let | Thru | Right | Left | Thau [ Right
Lana Width [fi] - 1200 | 12.00 | 1200 | 120C | 4200 | 1200 | 12.00 | 12.00 1‘2.&) 12.00 12.00 1200
Mo. of Lanes in Pocket o v a o ] 0 i} 0 0
Pocke! Lengih [f) it |
Speed [mph] 30.00 20.00 30.00 30.00
Grade [%) 000 0.00 0.00 000
Crosswalk ] _Ta-s Yes Yes Yes
3. Several build-out traffic volumes appear to conflict with IBC Vision Plan P2035 turn T
volume assumptions. Please see the summary comparison table below of build-out
with project vs. IBC Vision Plan. Provide the traffic counts in the appendices and
confirm the build-out volumes utilized. Indicate why the volumes are significantly less
in many cases. The traffic study states volumes have been modified when
comparing ITAM vs counts, This should be further clarified.
Excerpt from Kimley Horn TIA dated January 2018
BO AM WP
Geoneraid wit
Verston § 00-00 3
Intarsaction Level OF Sacvics Report
Instérsection X £| Camino Real | Red HI# Ave
Conlrol Type: Sigratlred Deelay (sc | veh); ¥
Analtysis Mathod: ewd Led] O Sardice: [
Anntysls Poriod, 18 minukes. Vesume 1o Capecy [wiek D888
Intacsaciion Setup
Hama L Flad Hil A El Camire Resl El Caming Raal
Appromch Morthbawnd Sousthbound Ensthound Wb
Las okt lllr elliy alr 2k
Tuming Wovement Leh [ Thu [ ront | teh | T [ R | Let [ o [ Rigw | Leh | T Fght
Lars Wt o] 1200 | 1200 | 1200 | 100 | 120 | 1200 | 1200 | 1200 | 200 | 1200 | 1200 | 1200
o, of Lanes in Pockel [ [ v | 0 | 0 o o ]
L Pocalmgh N o D | E5 I -
Spend [mah] W00 30,00 o0 300
Grade %} a0 7 00 i 0,00 000
Crosswah, Yas Yos 1 Yo Yo
Veolunes
! Nama [ Fad bl Ave R8T Hl A T ElCamm Res I G Reddl |
[ Ban Yok a1l { BECIN I IO A M N R N I I R
v
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Ms, Erica Demkowicz
February 26, 2018

Page 4 of 6
BO PM WP
Intersection Lavel Of Servica
Intersection 3: €1 Camino Raal/ Red Hill Ave
Conirol Type: Swgnaitzed Dty (300, vohy: .
Analysts Mothod: [=1R] Laval O Serdca: [+]
Analysis Pariodt 15 minutes Vokume o Cagaciy (vic) 0,804
Inferaaction Selup
[ Red il Ave Rt Hil Ave EiCaminaes | El Camino Ran
L Mprah Nortibound Souncaind  Easpound | viebwoe |
e Cotpnen allir allk 1 ale 1k
i Tumning hhovarment Led Thea | Hight | Lef | They | Right | teh Theu | Rignt Leh They | Fight
i Lanm Width {1 1200 | 1200 | 1200 | 120 200 | 1200 200 | 200 | R2m 12.00 2.0 1200
o of Lanas in Fociet o T [] ) ] o o [
Pociuet Langth [A]
Speed [mpr) ) new 3000 w60
Gindde %) mom o0 0.00 oo
Crossweb, e Yer Yo L
Wolumes
Nama Rd F Ave — Aediaie El Carring ot Fl Camino Reai
Bawe Voume lgud (vevh] s [ e |4 | W [Ten [ ve [ [as | e | w2 | w0 | &
Bass Volume Adfusimen Fockr | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 10000 | 10006 | 1,0060 | 1.0900 1.0000 [ 1.6000 | 1.0000 | 1:0000 | 10000 | 10090

Excerpt from IBC Vision Plan 2015 Five Year Update P2035 Cumulative

- cont'd |
Baseline 3 |
36 . ked HIll Av. at El Camino Heal
ITAM L2.4 P2015 Cemulativa {TUSTIN 1SEC)
R4 PR HOUR FM UK MOUR
LAMES CAPACITY VoL VST VoL vic
naL 2 3400 194 wl2e 428 3
T 3 5100 673 .13 q1s 16"
KER 1 1700 213 13 n? BT
5EL 1 1780 84 .05 255 A5
S8T 3 5100 1276 .26+ &51 14
S8R ] 0 59 59
EHL 1 1700 20 .05 32 .02
EBT 1.5 5100 246 §.0701" 958 .28
EBR 1.5 265 .07} 172
WL 1.8 342 g2 387 q.2i)°
WBT 1.8 5100 243 1z 963 29"
WER o 46 151
Claaranes Interval b5 D&
TOTAL CAPACTTY UTILIZATION 62 85
v
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Page 5 of 6
Traffic Volume Comparision Summary

AM Peak Project Build-Out IBC Vision Plan
EBR 184 265
SBR R 15 59
WBR 14 46

PM Peak Project Build-Out IBC Vision Plan
SBL B 37 255
EBT o 305 - 958
WBT 423 ' 963

' WBR 27 151

4. Section 6.3 of the Draft Specific Plan (dated January 2018) indicates that “The
Tustin General Plan was amended by Resolution concurrent with the adoption of the
Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan to provide consistency between the two documents...”
Additionally, Section 6.4 of the Draft Specific Plan indicates that *The RHASP was
adopted by Ordinance and defines the zoning for the properties within its
boundaries. The adoption of the Specific Plan was accompanied by a concurrent
zoning map amendment to designate the area "Red Hill Specific Plan (SP-13).” It
appears the aforementioned amendments (e.g., development intensity summary)
are not contained in the Land Use Section (4.8) of the DEIR, but should be included.
Please clarify the project component/implementation sequencing, as typically the
DEIR would need to be certified prior to approving the proposed Specific Plan and
associated General Plan and Zoning Map Amendments.

cont'd J\
3
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Response 1

In response to the City of Irvine letter regarding the NOP, the traffic study area was expanded to include
the intersections of Red Hill Avenue at Sycamore Avenue and Red Hill Avenue at Bryan Avenue. Project
trips will continue to dissipate beyond these intersections, such that the project trips at the additional
intersections mentioned in the letter would be nominal, and would not meet the City’s criteria for
inclusion in a traffic study.

Response 2

Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) values for City of Tustin analyses are rounded and reported to two
decimals. The Vistro intersection worksheets are generated by the software, which was developed by a
third-party vendor. The worksheets display the ICU values calculated to three decimals, and bases the
Level of Service on the three-decimal value. This discrepancy between the City’s standard and the Vistro
software output was corrected by hand in the report.

Response 3

The 2035 forecasts are based on the latest ITAM traffic model data available at the time of the analysis.
The forecasts were adjusted, if needed, to ensure that all forecast volumes would be equal to or greater
than the existing turning movement counts. The 2035 data provided did not include forecasts for the
intersection of Red Hill Avenue at San Juan Street. Forecasts were developed for this intersection by
factoring existing traffic counts by the average growth for the two adjacent intersections.

Response 4

The language in the proposed Specific Plan is applicable subsequent to the City’s consideration of
certification of the Final EIR, followed by approval of the discretionary actions identified in the Program
EIR including an amendment of the General Plan, adoption of the Specific Plan, and an amendment to the
Zoning Map.
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Letter C-5 Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County
Kari A. Rigoni, Executive Officer
March 16, 2018
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Response 1

The Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan does not propose nor would it permit any structures more than 200 feet
above ground level. The proposed maximum building height is five stories which would be substantially
less than 200 feet. Additionally, no heliports or helistops are proposed.
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Letter C-6 Kevin Heydman
February 4, 2018

Comment Letter C-6

Demkowicz, Erica |

From: Kevin Heydman <kheydman@gmail.com> i
Sent: Sunday, February 04, 2018 8:50 PM

To: Demkowicz, Erica

Subject: Hello Mrs. Demkowics I have some questions about the Red Hill Specific Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Hello Mrs, Demkowics,

My name is Kevin Heydman, I currently live in the area for the Red Hill Ave. Plan. How will this affect
people who live in the area? From what I have read it is to build new shops and residential units, but what about | 1
the condominiums currently here? Parking on San Juan is already difficult. Are there plans to add parking
solutions? Specifically the residents of the neighborhood?

Thank you for your time,

Kevin Heydman

Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 3-36
Responses to Comments and Tribal Consultation



Section 3.0
City of Tustin Responses to Comments

Response 1

The Program EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects associated with the addition of 500
dwelling units and 325,000 square feet of non-residential uses to the Specific Plan area which extends
from Bryan Avenue to the northeast to Walnut Avenue at the southwest. The Specific Plan provides
planning policies and regulations that connect the City of Tustin General Plan policies with project-level
development within the Specific Plan area. The Specific Plan provides long- and short-term goals and
objectives, a land use plan, regulatory standards, Design Criteria, and administration and implementation
programs.

No site-specific projects are proposed as a part of the Specific Plan or are evaluated in the Program EIR. It
is anticipated that further projects would occur over many years. The Specific Plan identifies parking
requirements and alternative parking standards. As it relates to parking, Chapter 4, Land use and
Development Standards, of the proposed Specific Plan includes off-street parking standards for residential
uses and non-residential uses; see Table 4-4.

The City’s email response to Mr. Heydman’s comment letter elaborates on this response and immediately
follows this response.
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Letter C-7 Kathy Hall
February 16, 2018

Comment Letter C-7

Demkowicz, Erica

From: Kathy Hall <khall@startmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2018 10:34 AM
To: Demkowicz, Erica

Subject: Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Hi Erica,

The online material about the Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan is very well done and informative.
Please let me add a point about the area which I did not see covered - shopping cart blight.

Everyone working on this project should be aware that the current shopping cart ordinance is not
working, It is very difficult for residents to arrange for removal of a single stray cart. It takes time
making calls, persistence and determination to have a cart identified for pickup. Then it takes days
for the cart to actually be removed. Multiply that by new carts being released into the Red Hill area
neighborhoods every day, and cart eradication by residents is futile.

The waorst offender appears to be the Stater Brothers Market at the corner of Red Hill and Mitchell.
A polite conversation with the manager there was unproductive. He gave the impression that once a
cart leaves the property of his store, it becomes the responsibility of residents to deal with it. There
are also stray carts from the 99 Cent store on Red Hill, but nowhere near as many as from Stater
Brothers.

Stray shopping carts have long been regarded as an indicator of urban blight. Unless there can be
very strict enforcement of shopping cart containment in the Red Hill corridor, the area will under
perform in terms of desirability.

Thank you for considering my comments.
Best,

Kathy
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Response 1

The commenter raises concerns that the City’s shopping cart ordinance is not effective. While the
commenter’s concern is noted, the comment letter does not raise any environmental issues and thus does
not constitute a comment under CEQA to which a response must be provided.
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Letter C-8 Peter Kim
February 16, 2018

).

car wash insite
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Response 1

The commenter requests the City’s consideration of removing the median at the business located at 13871
Red Hill Avenue and the impact of “traffic patterns.” The Specific Plan and the Program EIR identify a
potential median location on Red Hill Avenue at this location. The location of the potential medians is
shown on Exhibit 3-9 of the Program EIR. The Program EIR does evaluate traffic including the forecasted
distribution of traffic within and through the Specific Plan area. Please refer to Section 4.13 of the Draft
Program EIR.

The City, in its response to Mr. Kim’s comments, noted that the locations of the proposed medians are
identified in Chapter 3 of the proposed Specific Plan, and that the Specific Plan and Program EIR are
available on the City’s website at http://www.tustinca.org/departs/cd/planningupdate.asp.

The commenter’s request to remove a potential median from consideration is noted and will be
forwarded to City decision-makers for consideration.
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Letter C-9 Howard L. Abel
March 15, 2018

Comment Letter C-9

RECEIVED
March 15, 2018

Via Email, US Mail First Class Mail and Hand Delivery MAR 19 2018
To: Erica Demkowicz, Senior Planner, City of Tustin e ALRIIEY DEVELOPMENT

300 Centennial Way
Tustin, CA 92780

E-mail: edemkowicz@tustinca.org

Fr:  Howard L. Abel, Trustee
Howard L. Abel Family Trust and
Howard L. Abel as President of Mayflower Motors, Inc.
Being the General Partner of Mayflower Properties, LP
7 Island Vista
Newport Coast, CA 92657 ;
E-mail: luckyhwrd@aol.com Cell: 949 922-7749

Re: Property Owner’s Comments on the Draft Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan
Dear Ms. Demkowicz,

We thank you and the other Staff Members for the time spent with us
recently going over the current draft of the Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan. As
our two firms represent the ownership of the entire city block between San
Juan and El Camino Real on the East side of Red Hill apart only from the two
parcels now held by our neighbors, WTM Tustin Investors, LP, and Lake
Union Investors, LP, who own the property within the block that is tenanted
by Big Lots, we have a significant stake in the outcome of this Specific Plan.

We are in agreement with the letter also sent you by M. Katherine Jenson
of the firm Rutan and Tucker, LLP that expresses the joint concerns of our
full block ownership. We do not wish to just repeat the issues and matters
contained in that letter but wish to add a few additional comments as
follows:

#1 This full block has been burdened since our consolidation of all but the
Big Lots parcels by the unwillingness of the long term underlying fee
ownership of those parcels to engage in any form of dialog or action to
enhance and re-develop the site. With the recent (just as of this past
January) acquisition of those two parcels by a consortium of firms that like
ourselves, have extensive experience in site development, we are just now 1
able to begin a collaborative effort to address the obvious issues of the
properties. In short, the Red Hill Specific Plan is not allowing us adequate
opportunity to address for the first time in over 40 years a significant
combined response as co-operating developers.

#2 Given the uncertainty of the future ability to act as a consolidated and
mutually co-operative developmental team, the underlying fee owners have
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been forced over the years, including in the recent past, to enter into leases
with a wide variety of tenants who now have significant sway over when and
how development can proceed. As these leases expire, there will be
freedoms that as Owners we do not have available. Unfortunately, we no
longer have the former tools such as Redevelopment Agencies with all their
powers to aid in moving Specific Plan goals forward on an immediate basis.

#3 We have economic realities in that not one of our in place tenants can
afford to pay the additional rent needed to fund the contemplated costs that !
appear to fall to our properties. Also, many of the Specific Plan design goals contd
would be of no economic value to any tenant that we have either in these 1
properties or in our other commercial projects we own and operate here in
the West. Of special concern are the excessive amounts of landscape
contemplated (not just as to cost to install but also to maintain) that will |
also reduce our parking counts and other design criteria that are not typical :
for these kind of properties as in very low light poles and extensive use of {

street furniture,

#4 Practically speaking, we have to be able to back fill and re-tenant our
coming vacancies or we will not be able to pay for any pass through costs of
a Specific Plan. If we cannot economically keep our spaces full, the net result
will be additional blight to the area as maintenance and upgrades require
cash flow. :

#5 We applaud the use of public set aside funds for the capital
improvements in the currently dedicated public right of way. We understand
that at times we will have to also participate in part for some of these
improvements based on our increasing our density of use or impact on
public in fracture. Where there are no budgeted amounts we would suggest |
delaying costly improvements. 4 i

#6 While we fully understand the demands and requirements of the Housing
Element of the General Plan, we have concerns about the massive residentia!
project proposed for the East side of Red Hill adjacent to our properties. The
impact on the community of these housing types is not aiways known until 2
after they are in operation. We would welcome more business for our

tenants but would not want to become a free parking lot for that project nor .
do we believe we should pay for infrastructure costs that their impacts bring !
about in short order.

#7 Mixed use is not viable for our properties without some very significant
density allowances as we simply do not have the land area net of the
established corner uses to design a residential element that is large enough 3
in unit size and count including parking to attract a developer with the
necessary expertise to do a credible job of delivering an economic produce
that has existing resident support.
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So what do we suggest at this point in time? Obviously the use of existing
funds to complete a reasonable level of public right of way enhancement is
always well advised. We would co-operate in the reduction of curb cuts and
other matters.

As Owners, we need to complete the development of the Red Hill frontage
by way of back fill of the current Del Taco site and the creation of two
additional pads between that site and the Exxon/Mobil/Circle K to the South.
The revenue streams from these developments will enhance our ability to
take on other site work behind the pads and in the right of way.

The Big Lots parcels will need to be back filled and re-positioned without
undue limitations on new use(s) or unfair share of onsite and offsite costs.
This will help establish a stronger retail presence as a strong anchor wiil
attract more desirable inline tenants in the shops buildings.

The coming onsite and offsite costs to be born by our private ownerships
need to be within affordable reason, have economic value to our tenant mix,
and by charged over time as we re-develop.

It may well be that only a very limited Specific Plan will bear fruit at this
point in time. While we cannot speak for the entire Project Area, especially
for those parcels that are at considerable distance from our location and
have little or not relationship to our site, we do believe that the private
sector can meet most if not all of the typical public goals and cbjectives if we
are given the time to work together on a phased plan to re-develop the sites
under our control.

We appreciate this opportunity to share with you some of our thoughts,
concerns, and suggestions. We would appreciate that our input be made
available to those who are going to be in the decision making process on the
Specific Plan. Public hearing time is precious and we certainly do not want to
continually address the same issues in the public forum.

One thing that we would highly recommend is that somehow the other
property owners within the Specific Plan boundaries be drawn into the dialog
and that the other stakeholders such as small local business owners and
area residents express their input. We are a neighborhood center, our life
blood is the trade and support of the local residents and business owners.

Thank you again for all your considerable time and effort on behalf of this

significant planning project. o

Howard L. Abel
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Response 1

The commenter is addressing the proposed Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan. However, the comment letter
does not raise any environmental issues and thus does not constitute a comment under CEQA to which a
response must be provided.

Response 2

The concerns of the commenter are noted. The Program EIR evaluates the potential environmental
effects associated with the addition of 500 dwelling units and 325,000 square feet of non-residential uses
to the Specific Plan area which extends from Bryan Avenue to the northeast to Walnut Avenue at the
southwest. As addressed in the Program EIR, the EIR does not evaluate in site-specific development
proposals, including potential residential development of the vacant parcel on the west side of Red Hill
Avenue north of I-5. The Specific Plan identifies parking requirements. As it relates to parking, Chapter
4, Land use and Development Standards, of the proposed Specific Plan includes off-street parking
standards for residential uses and non-residential uses; see Table 4-4.

Response 3

The commenter is addressing the development standards set forth in the proposed Red Hill Avenue
Specific Plan. However, the comment letter does not raise any environmental issues and thus does not
constitute a comment under CEQA to which a response must be provided.

Response 4

The comments and concerns of the commenter regarding the proposed Specific Plan are noted and will
be provided to City decision-makers.
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Letter C-10 Jerry Marcil
February 5, 2018

Comment Letter C-10

Demkowicz, Erica

From: Gerald Marcil <jermarcil@aol.com> ;
Sent: Monday, February 05, 2018 1:51 PM i
To: Demkowicz, Erica '
Cc: tarahelang@Yahoo.com; David Delgado

Subject: CEQA Red Hill Avenue

To: Tustin Planning Dept.
From: Jerry Marcil
Re: CEQA Red Hill Avenue

Dear City Planner,

| own the property at 14445 Red Hill Ave (Waterstone Garden Apts) and 14251-351 Browning Ave
(Rancho Sierra Vista) a total of 117 apt. units. | am stunned you want to put another 500 units into
this neighborhood. This is already a densely populated corridor with plenty of traffic. Five hundred

more units next door means 1,800 more people (500x 3.6 people per unit assuming 2 BDM units). 1

There is no way that adding that many people to this neighborhood is going to increase the quality of
life of the people already living there. It just means more cars, more noise, more pollution, more
people in the schools and parks. | am speaking on behalf of myself and my 400 tenants.

Best, Jerry Marcil |
310-791-2000 _
cc: Tarah Lang, David Delgado |
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Response 1

As addressed in Section 4.10, Population and Housing, of the Program EIR, the City has an average
household size of 3.04 persons (Department of Finance, 2017). Assuming 3.04 persons per dwelling unit,
the Specific Plan has the potential to generate 1,520 residents at buildout. The estimated population
increase of 1,520 new residents is within the forecasted population increase by the Southern California
Association of Governments for the City of Tustin of 5,700 residents between 2012 and 2040 (see Program
EIR Table 4.10-1) and would represent approximately 26.6 percent of the expected growth. It is
anticipated that the implementation of the Specific Plan would occur over a multi-year timeframe based
upon market conditions. For analysis purposes, the Program EIR assumes a buildout year of 2035.

The Program EIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with the introduction of
additional residential and non-residential development to the Specific Plan area, including the issues
noted by the commenter: traffic, air quality, schools, and parks. With respect to these issues, mitigation
is provided to mitigate impacts to the degree feasible. The Program EIR finds that traffic and air quality
impacts would have significant unavoidable impacts. Impacts to schools and parks would be less than
significant.
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Letter C-11 Tim Mcc
February 23, 2018

Comment Letter C-11

outweighs luxury to 100% of middle class America and still, I say 75% of the "new" middle class. Pay it ,
forward! The reasoning is what is important to this generation is what they learned and will pass on, to survive ﬁomd
and live what they were promised by hard work alone, I have to support small businesses above all, the way our
economy is moving forward.

Thanks again.
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Response 1

The opinions of the commenter are noted. However, the comments do not raise any environmental issues
and thus do not constitute a comment under CEQA to which a response must be provided. No further
response is required.
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Letter C-12 Qantas Corman
March 7, 2018

Comment Letter C-12

From: Qantas Corman [mailto:gantascorman@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 10:40 AM

To: Demkowicz, Erica

Subject: Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan

Ms. Demkowicz,

| was at the Red Hill Specific Plan workshop a couple weeks ago, | don’t know if you are still taking comments but, if so,
mine is as follows:

| live close to Red Hill, not in the plan area but | drive through there a few times a day and shop at a variety of stores
within the plan area. I'm excited to see effort being made to improve the area, it has great potential for Tustin. I'm in 1
real-estate development and I've seen the benefit of allowing greater density on a site. The increased density gives a
property owner a financial incentive to improve their site through some form of redevelopment. Adding residential as an
option for mixed-use is excellent at complimenting the retail. If the vacant site at 13841 Red Hill and the large, older
shopping center across the street are developed then that will be a catalyst for additional improvements within the

area. Keep up the great work!

Qantas Corman

4340 Von Karman, Suite 110
Newport Beach CA 92660
949-325-3025
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Response 1

The commenter’s support for the Project is noted. No further response is required.

Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan 3-52
Responses to Comments and Tribal Consultation



Section 3.0
City of Tustin Responses to Comments

Letter C-13 Susan Ellenberg
February 6, 2018
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Response 1

The commenter notes that it is the intent of the Specific Plan to improve the attractiveness of the Specific
Plan area to encourage investment and improve the area. The opinions of the commenter are noted. No
further response is required.
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Letter C-14 WTM Tustin Investors and Lake Union Investors
M. Katherine Jenson, Rutan & Tucker
March 16, 2018

Lolilall. CUCHIRUWICAGULUSLITICA. UL E,

Re: Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan

Dear Mayor Murray, Chairman Smith, Honorable City Council Members and Planning
Commissioners and Ms. Demkowicz:

Rutan & Tucker, LLP represents WTM Tustin Investors, LP, and Lake Union Investors,
LP, with regard to their property interests located at 13852 Red Hill Avenue, in Tustin.
Specifically, Rutan has been requested to submit these comments and questions regarding the
proposed Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan (“Specific Plan™) and its potential effects on our clients’
property interests, The owners of the adjacent properties located at 13742, 13802, 13822, 13872
Red Hill Avenue and 1571 El Camino Real, Mayflower Properties, L.P., and Howard L. Abel,
Trustee of the Howard L. Abel Family Trust, have asked to join in the comments contained in this
letter. Together, the property owners are referred to in this letter as the “Property Owners™ or the
“Owners.”

In a nutshell, while the Property Owners applaud the City’s effort to enhance the Red Hill
Avenue corridor’s aesthetics and accessibility, the Owners are greatly concerned that the Specific
Plan will (1) create uncertainty as to what will be expected, of whom, and when; and (2)
overburden any private voluntary efforts to upgrade the commercial businesses on the west side of
Red Hill Avenue between El Camino Real and San Juan Street. The Owners are concerned that
the Specific Plan, as drafted, may actually impede the goal of improving the shopping, dining and
commercial services options for Tustin residents. The Owners have a vested interest in advancing

Rutan & Tucker, LLP | 611 Anton Blvd, Suite 1400, Costa Mesa, CA 92626
PO Box 1950, Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1950 | 714-641-5100 | Fax 714-546-9035 119/018836-003 1
Orange County | Palo Alto | www.rutan.com 12060748.3 a3/16/1%
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that “affect” existing exterior elevations, “exterior remodels,” “new signage,” any “change in use
and/or classification of use of an existing tenant space,” or “any change in the intensification of
use of an existing tenant space.” Again, no definitions are provided. Additionally, this description
of design review differs from the scope of design review described in Section 9272 of the City’s
Code, which applies to “the issuance of any building permit, including new structures or major
exterior alferations or enlargement of existing structures.” (Emph. add.)

" e

In the section on “Nonconforming Uses, Structures, and Parcels” on page 4-29', the
Specific Plan provides vet another different description of when the new standards would apply to
existing structures. It lists the triggering requirements as “new construction,” a “zoning application
that affects the exterior elevation,” a “change in use,” and an “expansion or new development.” Tt
then references Section 9273 of the City’s Code for “specific standards and provisions.” However,
the description does not track the City Code, which allows for certain changes in use, provided the
new use is in the same or a more restrictive classification. The City Code also provides certain
exemptions when nonconformity is the result of right-of-way acquisitions, How will that affect
properties that must provide additional road right-of-way under the terms of the Specific Plan?

Chapter 6 has an additional description of what will trigger the application of the new
Specific Plan standards. Page 6-1 says that existing uses “shall be permitted to continue and need
not comply with the new standards™ subject to compliance with City Code Section 9273. It goes
on to say that, when “land uses intensify or change, existing structures are modified, additional

' This paragraph also contains a typographical error. The reference to 5.3.1 should be 5.1.3.

1190 18838-0031
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Currently, the City’s Zoning Code requires that 5% of the parking area be landscaped. This
is typical. The Specific Plan requires that 10% of the gross lot size be landscaped. If new
development were proposed on my clients’ site, or even a simple facade remodel of the existing
building, this requirement would translate into more than 10,008 sq. ft. of landscaping (10 % of
the 100,088 gross lot sq. ft.). Applying the City’s current requirements to that same property
results in a requirement of only 3,158 sq. ft. of landscaping (5% of the 63,174 sq. ft. of parking
area). As proposed, this is well over a 300% increase in landscape coverage requirements.
Additionally, the Specific Plan calculation must also be based upon the gross lot size, and
landscape within the required 18 foot parkway is not to be counted towards meeting the 10%
requirement, My clients have extensive experience with development and ownership of shopping
centers within California, and have never been subject to landscape requirements as high as what
is proposed here. Given the drought and ongoing maintenance costs, such a drastic increase in the
landscaping coverage requirement is excessive. Moreover, given the numerous additional space-
consuming requirements of the Specific Plan, the proposed increase is clearly unreasonable. The
Property Owners request that the percentage requirement be dropped, and that the calculation be
based upon the size of the parking area rather than the gross lot size.

3. Drive-Thru Restaurants
The proposed treatment of drive-thru restaurants and drive-thru uses is incomplete and the

policies are internally inconsistent. The policies do not reflect the desires of Tustin’s residents.
Table 4-1 on page 4-5 has no letter in column two, next to the Drive-Thru category of land uses.

1190 18838-0031
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identified for “Mixed Use” would apply to traditional Commercial shopping centers. For example,
it is unclear whether the standards contained in 4.4.3 staring on page 4-15 are intended to cover
both components of the Mixed-Use designation. This should be clarified. If the intention is to
apply the standard to commercial shopping centers, the Property Owners must object to item
10.a.(i), which would limit the height of such poles to 16 feet. Currently, the poles throughout the
Red Hill Plaza Shopping Center are 30 feet in height. Three times as many poles would be required
if the height were limited to 16 feet. This would be both expensive and unsightly. We are assuming
that the lower heights were intended just for true Mixed Use projects, but would like that
confirmed.

5. Undergrounding Overhead Utility Lines

On page 3-35, there is a reference to the overhead utility lines along Red Hill Avenue being
undergrounded ““as part of future development.” Unlike several of the other requirements, the
Specific Plan does not state who would be responsible for this undergrounding or under what
circumstances the undergrounding would be completed. In a meeting with City Staff, the Owners
were told that there is $897,794 in the City’s Rule20A funds earmarked for this undergrounding
project. These Rule20A funds were assumed in the recent fee calculations Staff used to determine
the deposit amount required to be paid by Del Taco, as part of its new building development, to
cover its share of the undergrounding and future signal modifications. The Owners do not wish to
unfairly bear the burden of this obligation. This needs to be clarified, and the Rule20A funds and
the established prorata calculations should be included in the Specific Plan.

1190 18838-0031
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As noted above, because “Mixed Use” is used to describe all the private property within
the specific plan, my clients would like assurance that freestanding retail will remain a permitted
land use in this area, and the buildings within the shopping center on the east side of Red Hill
Avenue will not become non-conforming uses.

We note that grocery stores are not expressly identified in Table 4-1. We request that you
make them a permitted use.

8. Public Improvements and Dedications

On page 3-7, there is a reference to “dedications” as “development projects are processed
to obtain the full 120-foot right-of-way.” We would like clarification that simply re-tenanting an
existing structure with standard tenant improvements will not trigger this obligation.

In addition, we would like assurances that the referenced traffic signal will be the obligation
of the new residential development.

What is the “new private development™ (page 3-20) that will have to install (or bond) for
sidewalks and new landscape improvements between the property line and the curb? Again, this
obligation should not be triggered by the reoccupation of an existing building.

1190 18838-0031
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other hand, the Specific Plan renders their existing buildings as legally non-conforming and
triggers exactions and cost burdens that make it infeasible for the Owners to simply remodel a
storefront or re-tenant an empty unit. It does not appear that any of the recorded CC&R burdens
upon the land or the long term nature of the tenant leases were taken into account in the drafting
of this Specific Plan. This Specific Plan, rather than promoting investment in the community, is
so restrictive with the existing uses that it will prevent the Owners from investing in their assest
and actually, to the contrary, promote vacancies and additional blight. This is not just an issue for
the Red Hill Plaza Shopping Center. These underlying issues are pertinent to all of the shopping
centers included within the Specific Plan area.

10. Concerns Regarding Residential Development on North Side of Red Hill
Avenue

The parking requirements for the proposed residential uses at this location appear low,
There is a serious concern that the shopping center parking area will be used by residents,
particularly if a mid-block traffic signal is installed. Parking at Red Hill Plaza is for the exclusive
use of customers only, not for overnight parking, and is subject to tow. My clients have had this
issue at other properties and it becomes a nuisance for the owners of the property, as well as for
the City who ultimately receives the majority of the towed car complaints. What can be done to
prevent this from happening?

1190 18838-0031
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M A foen

M. Katherine Jenson
MEKJ:1r

cc: Tom O’Meara (via e-mail)
Mick Meldrum (via e-mail)
Howard Abel (via e-mail)
David E. Kendig, City Attorney (via e-mail: dkendig@wss-law.com)
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Response

The commenter asks for clarification and consideration of modifications of proposed development
standards set forth in the proposed Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan. These comments and questions are
forwarded to the City’s decision-makers for their consideration. However, the comment letter does not
raise any environmental issues and thus does not constitute a comment under CEQA to which a response
must be provided.
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4 NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBAL CONSULTATION

On February 6, 2018, Andrew Salas, Chairman, of the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation,
requested consultation with the City of Tustin on the Red Hill Avenue Specific Plan Project, in accordance
with both Senate Bill (SB) 18 (California Government Code § 65352.3) and Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (Chapter
532, Statutes of 2014). The City of Tustin entered into consultation with the Gabrielefio Band of Mission
Indians — Kizh Nation and participated in a conference call on March 7, 2018. The following individuals
participated in the call:

Andrew Salas, Chairman, Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation
Dana Ogden, City of Tustin

Erica Demkowicz, City of Tustin

Scott Reekstin, City of Tustin

Dana C. Privitt, AICP, Consultant, Kimley-Horn and Associates

No tribal cultural places or tribal cultural resources were identified by Mr. Salas during the consultation.
However, Mr. Salas noted the importance of Red Hill, a village or gathering place, located in the hillsides
northeast of the Specific Plan area. Following the conference call, Mr. Salas provided the City with
additional documentation including a map showing the location of the Specific Plan area in relationship
to tribal cultural resources: traditional trading routes, the Kizh Gabrielefio village of Katuktu, and the red
hills known by the Spanish as Cerrito de las Ranas. It is noted that these tribal cultural resources are
outside of the Specific Plan area. The nearest resource, a segment of a trading route is south of Edinger
Avenue and generally traverses from east-to-west.

Mr. Salas requested that Native American monitoring be required. In response to this request, the City
has proposed a modification to MM 4.3-1.

MM 4.3-1 The State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR §15126.4[b][3]) direct public agencies, wherever
feasible, to avoid damaging historical resources of an archaeological nature, preferably by
preserving the resource(s) in place. Preservation in place options suggested by the State
CEQA Guidelines include (1) planning construction to avoid an archaeological site;
(2) incorporating the site into open space; (3) capping the site with a chemically stable soil;
and/or (4) deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. Prierto-issuance-of
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Prior to issuance of a grading permit for grading of 2 feet or more in depth below the
natural or existing grade, the applicant/developer shall provide written evidence to the
City Planning Division that a qualified archaeologist has been retained by the
applicant/developer to respond on an as-needed basis to address unanticipated

archaeological discoveries and any archaeological requirements (e.g., conditions of

approval) that are applicable to the project. The applicant/developer is encouraged to

conduct a field meeting prior to the start of construction activity with all construction
supervisors to train staff to identify potential archaeological resources. In the event that
archaeological materials are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, work in the
immediate vicinity of the resource shall cease until a qualified archaeologist has assessed
the discovery and appropriate treatment pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 is

determined.

If discovered archaeological resources are found to be significant, the archaeologist shall
determine, in consultation with the City and any local Native American groups expressing
interest following notification by the City, appropriate avoidance measures or other
appropriate mitigation. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), preservation in place

shall be the preferred means to avoid impacts to archaeological resources qualifying as
historical resources. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C), if it is

demonstrated that confirmed resources cannot be avoided, the qualified archaeologist
shall develop additional treatment measures, such as data recovery, reburial/ relocation

deposit at a local museum that accepts such resources or other appropriate measures, in
consultation with the implementing agency and any local Native American
representatives expressing interest in prehistoric or tribal resources. If an archaeological
site_does not qualify as an historical resource but meets the criteria for a unique
archaeological resource as defined in Section 21083.2, then the site shall be treated in
accordance with the provisions of Section 21083.2.
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5 CLARIFICATIONS AND REVISIONS

This section includes recommended clarifications and revisions to the EIR. This section is organized by
respective sections of the EIR. Deleted text is shown as strikeout and new text is underlined.

Section 4.2, Air Quality

A typographical error in the numbering of the mitigation referenced on page 4.2-16 of the Draft Program
EIR. Page 4.2-16 is revised and incorporated into the Final EIR as follows:

Therefore, implementation of MM 4.2-54 is required to ensure a project-specific Health Risk
Assessment (HRA) is conducted for future residential uses located within 500 feet of I-5.
Implementation of MM 4.2-54 would reduce exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations to a less than significant level.

Section 4.3, Cultural Resources

MM 4.3-1 is revised and incorporated into the Final EIR as follows:

MM 4.3-1 The State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR §15126.4[b][3]) direct public agencies, wherever
feasible, to avoid damaging historical resources of an archaeological nature, preferably by
preserving the resource(s) in place. Preservation in place options suggested by the State
CEQA Guidelines include (1) planning construction to avoid an archaeological site;
(2) incorporating the site into open space; (3) capping the site with a chemically stable soil;
and/or (4) deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. -Prierto-issuance-of
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Prior to issuance of a grading permit for grading of 2 feet or more in depth below the
natural or existing grade, the applicant/developer shall provide written evidence to the

City Planning Division that a qualified archaeologist has been retained by the

applicant/developer to respond on an as-needed basis to address unanticipated

archaeological discoveries and any archaeological requirements (e.g., conditions of
approval) that are applicable to the project. The applicant/developer is encouraged to

conduct a field meeting prior to the start of construction activity with all construction
supervisors to train staff to identify potential archaeological resources. In the event that
archaeological materials are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, work in the
immediate vicinity of the resource shall cease until a qualified archaeologist has assessed
the discovery and appropriate treatment pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 is

determined.

If discovered archaeological resources are found to be significant, the archaeologist shall
determine, in consultation with the City and any local Native American groups expressing
interest following notification by the City, appropriate avoidance measures or other
appropriate mitigation. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), preservation in place

shall be the preferred means to avoid impacts to archaeological resources qualifying as
historical resources. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C), if it is

demonstrated that confirmed resources cannot be avoided, the qualified archaeologist
shall develop additional treatment measures, such as data recovery, reburial/ relocation

deposit at a local museum that accepts such resources or other appropriate measures, in
consultation with the implementing agency and any local Native American
representatives expressing interest in prehistoric or tribal resources. If an archaeological
site does not qualify as an historical resource but meets the criteria for a unigue
archaeological resource as defined in Section 21083.2, then the site shall be treated in
accordance with the provisions of Section 21083.2.

Section 4.8, Land Use and Planning

Table 4.8-1, General Plan Consistency Analysis, has been updated and incorporated into the Final EIR to
correct policy references for COSR Policy 1.7 and to correct the reference to SC 4.4-1 as MM 4.4-1.
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Table 4.8-1 - General Plan Consistency Analysis

Applicable City of Tustin
General Plan Goals and Policies

Project Consistency

Conservation/Open Space/Recreation Element

COSR Policy 1.7: Create the maximum possible opportunities for
bicycles as an alternative transportation mode and recreational use.

Consistent: See responses to €OSR-CIR Policy 6.1 and CIR Policy 6.43-F. As previously addressed, the

Specific Plan complies with the City of Tustin’s Master Bikeway Plan, which shows the entire extent
of Red Hill Avenue within the City limits as a designated or a potential Class |l bike lane.

COSR Goal 8: Conserve and protect significant topographical features,

important watershed areas, resources, and soils.

COSR Policy 8.3: Encourage the practice of proper soil management
techniques to reduce erosion, sedimentation, and other soil-related
problems.

Consistent: See response to COSR Policy 8.2. Additionally, M SC4.4-1 requires geotechnical
evaluations for development projects in the Specific Plan area to identify appropriate engineering
design measures to reduce potential impacts. Studies must be done as needed to evaluate slope
stability, soil strength, position and adequacy of load-bearing soils, the effect of moisture variation on
load-bearing capacity, compressibility, liquefaction, differential settlement, and expansiveness.
Please also refer to Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality. Construction activities could loosen
on-site soils or remove stabilizing vegetation and expose areas of loose soil. These areas, if not
properly stabilized during construction, could be subject to increased erosion and siltation runoff.
Projects would be required to comply with applicable State and local regulations.

COSR Policy 8.5: Review applications for building and grading permits,
and applications for subdivision for adjacency to, threats from, and
impacts on geological hazards arising from seismic events, landslides,
or other geologic hazards such as expansive soils and subsidence
areas.

Consistent: Mitigation-Measure Standard Condition 4.4-1 requires geotechnical evaluations for any
development project in the Specific Plan area to identify appropriate engineering design measures to
reduce potential impacts from seismic events and other geologic hazards.
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Section 4.12, Recreation

MM 4.12-1 is revised and incorporated into the Final EIR as follows:

MM 4.12-1

For residential projects not subject to City of Tustin Subdivision Code (Article 9, Chapter 3,

Rart-3,-Section 9331 of the Tustin Clty Code), Qnor to the issuance of building Qermlts!
applicants shall

ef building-permits-dedicate Qarkland or pay a park fee, on a per unit basis, reflecting the
value of land required for park purposes. The wvalue-efthe-amount of such fee shall be
based upon the fair market value of the amount of land which would otherwise be

required for dedication, according to the following standards and formula.

Standards and Formula for Land Dedication:

The public interest, convenience, health, welfare, and safety requires that three (3) acres

of usable park land per one thousand (1,000) potential population be devoted to local
park and recreational purposes.

The minimum amount of land that would be otherwise be required for dedication shall
be computed by multiplying the number of proposed dwelling units by the Parkland Acres
per Dwelling Unit in accordance with the appropriate density classification in the
following table:

Dwelling Units per Average Persons per Parkland Acres per
Gross Acre DweIIing Unit Dwelling Unit
0-7
7.1-15
15.1-25
25.1 & Above As determlned by CDD To be calculated to

based upon proposed achieve three (3) acres/

product type 1,000 population
.2 .0067
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N
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Mobile Home Parks

These density ranges, average persons per dwelling unit and/or parkland acreage per
dwelling unit shall be used to achieve a parkland dedication rate of three (3) acres of

parkland per one thousand (1,000) persons.
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