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1. Introduction

1.1 BACKGROUND

This document is the Final PEIR to the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for
the City of Santa Ana’s General Plan Update (GPU). The following sections summarize the background of the
environmental review for the proposed GPU and the context and requirements for a Recirculated Draft and
Recirculated Final PEIRs.

1.1.1 Project Background

The original Draft PEIR was distributed for the required 45-day public review between August 3, 2020, and
September 16, 2020. The review period was subsequently extended until October 6, 2020. The Final PEIR
(November 2020) was prepared and the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the proposed GPU on
November 9, 2020. The Draft PEIR and Final PEIR, including all report appendices, are posted on the City’s

website.

GPU policies and implementation measures were modified and supplemented to respond to concerns
expressed by the public and agencies during the Draft PEIR public review period and during the Planning
Commission public hearing held on November 9, 2020. The GPU modifications also reflect input received
from an intensive, extended community outreach program conducted by the City between January and May
2021.

1.1.2 Recirculated Draft Program EIR
1.12.1  CONDITIONS FOR EIR RECIRCULATION

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

1122  GPUDRAFT PEIR: REASONS FOR RECIRCULATION

At its November 9, 2020, public hearing, the Planning Commission voted not to certify the Final PEIR and
continue work on the GPU to a future date to allow additional time for outreach to Santa Ana’s environmental

justice (EJ) communities. The City initiated an expanded outreach program focusing on environmental justice
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and specific community concerns raised in comments received on the draft GPU and the Draft PEIR and

voiced during the Planning Commission public hearing. The decision was made to prepare a Recirculated Draft
PEIR to:

m  Conclude that the recreation-related impacts of the proposed GPU would result in a significant impact and
to define a new project alternative to reduce these impacts.

m  More thoroughly discuss and evaluate impacts related to environmental justice, including air quality,
hazards, and recteation/open space.

1123  OPTIONS FOR RECIRCULATION

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, if the required revision is limited to a few chapters or portions
of the EIR, the lead agency need only recirculate the chapters or portions that have been modified.
A Recirculated EIR requires the same noticing and consultation as the original Draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15086 and 15087).

CEQA allows two different ways to respond to comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR:

1) When an EIR is substantially revised and the entire document is recirculated, the lead
agency may require reviewers to submit new comments and, in such cases, need not
respond to those comments received during the earlier circulation period.

2) Or, when the EIR is only partly revised and the lead agency recirculates only the revised
chapter or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their
comments to the revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR. The lead agency
need only respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation period that relate
to chapters or portions of the document that were not revised and recirculated, and (ii)
comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the chapter of the eatlier
EIR that were revised and recirculated.

1.2 FORMAT/CONTENTS OF THE RECIRCULATED FINAL PEIR

The City prepared the Recirculated Draft PEIR pursuant to Option (2) (see Section 1.1.2.3) and limited the
revisions and public circulation to limited sections of the Draft PEIR. The Recirculated Draft PEIR was subject
to the same public review requirements as the original Draft PEIR and is also subject to preparation of
Response to Comments pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15088 for preparation of a Final EIR.

The Draft Recirculated PEIR was circulated for public review between August 6, 2021 and September 20, 2021
and the Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft Recirculated PEIR included the following instructions to
commenters on the document:

The City is implementing Option 2 with respect to comments received on this
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Reviewers are directed to only submit comments on the revised
EIR chapters included in the Recirculated Draft PEIR. The comments in the original Final
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PEIR adequately address comments received on portions of the Draft PEIR that have not
been recirculated. Comments received on sections of the Draft PEIR that have not been
recirculated will not be addressed in the Final PEIR.

This Recirculated Final PEIR is organized as follows:

Volume | - Response to Comments

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes the CEQA processing background for the proposed project;
conditions and requirements for EIR recirculations, and the format/content for this Recirculated Final PEIR.

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of agencies and interested persons
commenting on the Recirculated Draft PEIR; copies of comment letters received during the public review
period, and individual responses to written comments. This section also summarizes and includes responses to
oral comments received at the Planning Commission’s September 13, 2021 Study Session on the proposed GPU
and Recirculated Draft PEIR. To facilitate review of the responses, each comment letter has been reproduced
and assigned a number (A-X through A-X for letters received from agencies and organizations, and R-X
through R-X for letters received from residents). Individual comments have been numbered for each letter and
the letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment number.

Volume Il - Updated Draft PEIR

This volume consists of a complete version of the Draft EIR merging the original Draft PEIR with the updated
sections of the Recirculated Draft PEIR and reflecting revisions made pursuant to response to comments to
both of these Draft documents. Revisions/updates include 1) the revisions made in the original FEIR (as
reflected in Chapter 3, Revisions to the DEIR, Final EIR, November 2020), 2) revisions in response to comments
on the Recirculated Draft PEIR (November 2021), and updates, corrections and supplemental information as
provided by the City of Santa Ana and described in the respective Response to Comments (2020 and 2021
FEIRs)

Volumes Il and IV — Appendices to the Updated Draft PEIR

Volumes III and IV include all of the appendices as referenced in the Draft PEIR and Recirculated Draft PEIR,
with updates as referenced in those documents.

1.4 CEQAREQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments and reminds persons and
public agencies that the focus of review and comment of DEIRs should be “on the sufficiency of the
document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which significant
effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional
specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined
in terms of what is reasonably feasible. ...CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When
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responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need

to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the
EIR.”

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

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of the written responses to public
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact report.
The responses will be forwarded with copies of this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform to the
legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs.

Page 14 PlaceWWorks



2. Response to Comments

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requites the Lead Agency (Insert Lead Agency) to evaluate comments
on environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the DEIR and
prepare written responses. As noted in Section 1.2, the requirements outlined in Section 15088 also apply to
recirculated draft EIRs. Section 1.2 also describes the approach taken for the GPU Recirculated Draft PEIR
for response to comments: responses will only be provided for those comments received on the section of the
Draft PEIR that were recirculated. Comments on the other sections are addressed in the November 2020 Final
PEIR.

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where sections
of the DEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the DEIR text are
shown in underlined text for additions and strikeent for deletions. All of the changes are shown in Volume II
of the Recirculated FEIR, which is a complete, updated version of the Draft PEIR (original and recirculated
chapters).

Table 1 is a list of agencies and persons that submitted comments on the Recirculated Draft PEIR during the
public review period. Table 2 summarizes the commenters and oral testimony from the September 13, 2021
Study Session.

Table 1 Comments Received on the Recirculated Draft PEIR

Number
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No.
Agencies
Al City of Irvine 9/02/2021 2-5
A2 City of Tustin/Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger 9/20/2021 2-11
A3 City of Tustin, Public Works Department 9/20/2021 2-49
Ad Department of Transportation, State of California 9/20/2021 2-55
Organizations
01 Cynthia Guerra, Rise Up Willowick 9/15/2021 2-61
02 Orange County Environmental Justice/Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger LLP 9/20/2021 2-97
03 Madison Park Neighborhood Association/UCI Environmental Law Clinic 9/20/2021 2-157
04 Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger LLP on behalf of Rise Up Willowick 9/20/2021 2-175
Individuals
11 Janella Simpson 9/6/2021 2-231
12 Diane Fradkin 9/07/2021 2-235
13 Nathaniel Greensides 9/12/2021 2-257
14 Greg Camphire 9/13/2021 2-263
15 Dale Helvig 9/20/2021 2-263
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Table 2

Public Comments at the Planning Commission Study Session

Organizations

Santiago Creek Greenway
Alliance

Pamela Galera

Requested that the City continue the Santiago Creek bike path and
multipurpose trail from the I-5 to the Santa Ana River to address active
transportation needs and recreation.

The City will not be
including the extension of
the Class | trail along
Santiago Creek due to
physical constraints and
neighborhood concerns.

Rise Up Willowick Coalition
Cynthia Guerra

Asked that the City’s parkland standard of 2 acres/1,000 residents be
increased to 3 acres/1,000 residents per the recommendation of the
Quimby Act. Asked for stronger GPU policies to preserve open space
and create new open space. Recommends the open space element be
revised to make the no net loss implementation action a policy, and that
this policy should apply to parkland as well as open space and should
strengthen provisions of lost open space. The no net loss does not
include parkland like Willowick. States there should be no net loss of
open space in the city excluding land lost to development for 100
percent low-income housing. Any loss should be replaced by a ratio of
atleast 1:1 and the parkland dedication requirement should be
increased. Asked that the parkland created by dedication be at least a %2
a mile distance from the associated development.

See response to Comment
Letters O1 and O4

Orange County
Environmental Justice
Patricia Flores

Raised concerns with remediation of lead paint in houses and would like
to see mitigation for remediation of lead paint-based homes so as not to
exacerbate lead soil impacts. Noted that she will forward applicable
studies to Melanie. Also asked that the GPU outline remediation efforts
past 2022 and requests additional community engagement before the
GPU can be approved since only 22 percent of the population was
surveyed. Would like more roundtables with regards to lead
contamination issues.

See response to Comment
Letter 02

President of Madison Park
Neighborhood Association
Adolpho Sierra

Referred to a letter from the Attorney General (AG) received in October
2020 asking the City to implement SB 1000 within the GPU. He pointed
out the southeast area of the City close to the I-55 by the railroad tracks
includes 43 facilities that pollute the air daily. He noted water pollution
concerns close to Dyer and the 55 that are not included in the GPU.
Also brought up lead contamination in soils and recreational issues. He
believes if the City is not mitigating these issues in the Recirculated
Draft PEIR then additional issues would be created and impacts will
persist for 25 years. He also asked that the recommendations from the
Environmental Law Clinic at UCI and the SB 1000 recommendation
from the AG letter be considered in the Recirculated Draft PEIR.

See response to Comment
Letter 03

Delhi Neighborhood
Association
Erica Gonzalez

Concerned with construction on Main Street and would like to see
parking addressed in the PEIR. She noted that the Warner Avenue
widening project would have open space areas that could be future
parks. She would also like to see more out-reach with a door-to-door
effort for people who do not have access to the internet.

Parking is not an
environmental impact
considered under CEQA.
This comment has been
forwarded to decision-
makers as part of this Final
Recirculated PEIR. Public
notification and EIR
availability has complied
with CEQA requirements for
the GPU. The request for
more door-to-door effort is
not an environmental issue
and the comment is
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Table 2 Public Comments at the Planning Commission Study Session
forwarded to decision-
makers.

Orange County Concerned with the lack of mitigation measures for lead in soil and lead | See response to Comment

Environmental Justice
Community Coordinator
Keila Villegas

based paints in the Recirculated Draft PEIR and would like to see more
outreach.

Letter 02.

Individuals

Kyler/Kayla Asato

Asked whether the proposed streetcar was within the area marked on
the lead contamination map (referenced in the Recirculated Draft PEIR
hearing presentation) as being very highly contaminated with lead. Also
asked whether the metrics from the lead contamination study with
extensive press coverage was included in the Recirculated Draft PEIR.
Mentioned the study showed that lead contamination in Santa Ana soils
is 50 times higher than the state average.

The Cumulative Risk Index
Scores for Lead in Soils is
provided as Figure 5.8-1 of
the Recirculated Draft PEIR
and the future alignment of
the OC Streetcar is shown
in GPU Mobility Element
Figure M-3 Master Plan of
Transit. The alignment of
the OC Streetcar does
coincide with areas of high
cumulative lead risk scores.
The commenter is likely
referencing the following
article: Social and Spatial
distribution of soil lead
concentration in the City of
Santa Ana, California:
Implication for Health
Inequalities, Shahir Masri,
et al, 743 Sci of the Total
Env't, 2020. This study is
the source for Figure 5.8-1.
The study is also included
in both the original Final
PEIR (Attachment 1, Letter
06) and in this Recirculated
Final PEIR (Ex. C, Letter
02)

October 2021
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Table 2 Public Comments at the Planning Commission Study Session

Manny Escamilla Highlighted that there are areas that are annexable to the City
(particularly a portion of the Santa Ana River up to 100 acres and the
Riverview Golf Course) that can serve as future open space. Is also
concerned with the change in language in the GPU from “achieve” to
“trying to achieve” when it comes to the 2 acres/1,000 residents
parkland standard.

These comments relate to
the GPU and not the
Recirculated Draft PEIR.
Please see Letters O1 and
04 related to open space
and GPU policy updates.

Johan Flores Pointed out that his understanding from the Recirculated Draft PEIR
presentation is that since the City cannot resolve the existing deficit in
recreational facilities the City is accepting the fact that the GPU wiill
make the situation worse. Is also asking for more community input. He
would also like to hear about input from the school board and whether
their input will be included in the GPU. The school board unanimously
supported the communities environmental justice requests last
November and they would like to see policies in place to alleviate
impacts to disadvantage communities.

The GPU Draft PEIR and
Recirculated Draft PEIR
objectively disclose the
existing recreational facility
deficit in the City and
potential impact of the
proposed GPU. It makes
the finding that the impact
would be significant, but
does not imply that the City
‘accepts’ the deficit. The
purpose of CEQA is to
disclose information for use
by decision-makers to make
informed decisions.

The Notice of Availability for
both the Draft PEIR and the
Recirculated Draft PEIR
were forwarded to the Sana
Ana Unified School District
as well as surrounding
school districts (Tustin,
Orange and Garden Grove).
None of the districts
provided comments on the
EIRs.

2.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This section includes all comment letters received on the Recirculated Draft PEIR. Following each comment

letter are the City’s responses to each comment.
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LETTER A1l - City of Irvine (3 pagels])
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Al. Response to Comments from City of Irvine, dated September 2, 2021.

Intro

Al-1

Al-3

Al-4

Al1-5

Al-6

Al-7

This paragraph is an introduction to the balance of the letter and summarizes the contents
of the Recirculated Draft PEIR. No further response is needed.

The mis-labeling of the Proposed Land Uses Total in Recirculated Draft PEIR Table 5.2-
11 has been corrected and is included in Volume 11, Updated Draft PEIR.

This comment relates to the traffic study for the GPU as included as Appendix K of the
Recirculated Draft PEIR. The comment requests specific transportation improvements
and requests clarification of fair share payments by the City of Santa Ana. Note that IBIs
traffic impact study (T1A) includes a comprehensive analysis of the potential impact of
buildout of the GPU on the level of service (LOS) of 105 area intersections (including
several intersections in adjacent cities) and 60 roadway segments. The results of this LOS
analysis, however, are not reproduced or summarized in this EIR section because,
pursuant to SB 743—passed in September 2013 and incorporated into updated CEQA
Guidelines approved in December 2018—LOS and auto delay are no longer metrics to
evaluate transportation impacts under CEQA. The updated guidelines codify the switch
from LOS to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the metric for transportation analysis. VMT
refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to a project. Although
the LOS analysis in the TIA is not used to evaluate environmental impacts, the analysis
supports the GPU and associated transportation standards of service in the circulation
mobility element.

The recommendations provided in this comment will be forwarded to decision-makers as
part of this Final Recirculated PEIR. No further response is required.

See Response Al-2.
See Response Al-2.
See Response Al-2.
See Response Al-2.

The comment requests that the City of Irvine be included on notification lists and receive
notices of public hearings. The City of Irvine is included on the distribution list for project
updates and hearings.

October 2021
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LETTER A2 — City of Tustin/Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger (13 page[s])
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A2, Response to Comments from Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger on behalf of City of Tustin, dated
September 20, 2021.

A2-1

A2-2

This comment is an introduction to the forthcoming comments in the letter. No response
is required. In addition, the commenter’s prior letter of October 6, 2020, which was
addressed in the original Final PEIR, is incorporated by reference in this letter.

The commenter cites Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port Com’rs (2001)
91 Cal. App.4th 1344, Galante V'ineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management Dist. (1997)
60 Cal.App.4th 1109, and Santiago County Water Dist. v. County of Orange (1981) 118
Cal.App.3d 818, for the contention that the Recirculated Draft PEIR does not analyze the
impacts of the City’s parkland deficiency. These cases, however, all involved EIRs that
omitted an integral component of a proposed project from the project description, and
therefore the EIR failed to disclose the actual impacts of the project. Here, the EIR does
not suffer from the same deficiencies. To the contrary, Section 5.15.4 of the Recirculated
Draft PEIR evaluates the project’s potential impacts on existing park and recreation
facilities. As acknowledged in the Recirculated Draft PEIR, the projected increase in
population from the General Plan Update (GPU) will lead to additional demands on parks
and recreational facilities. The increased demand on the existing parks will result in
physical deterioration of these resources and further exacerbate existing park deficiencies.

This additional demand will be met by park and recreational amenities developed and
maintained by the City as well as private parks and recreational facilities owned and
maintained by homeowner associations. The City’s ability to plan and implement future
parks and recreational facilities is tied to funding availability. Future development will also
be required to dedicate land or pay in-lieu impact fees per the municipal code and the
Quimby Act, which will fund future park acquisition and development to assist the city’s
parkland standard of 2 acres per 1,000 residents. The GPU requires new residential
development to meet this standard, which would improve the ratio of parkland per
resident. The Recirculated Draft PEIR also adds new GPU policies and implementation
actions to address the impacts that the lack of parks and recreation will have on
underserved communities—such as Community Element Policy 1.5, Land Use Element
Policy 1.3, and Open Space Element Policies 1.4, 1.8, and 1.9 (see Section 5.15.3.2 of
Recirculated Draft PEIR). Thus, this impact was properly analyzed in the Recirculated
Draft PEIR.

To address this commenter’s concern regarding the potential impact of development
within the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road focus area, the City has added the following Mitigation
Measure:

REC-01 The City shall monitor new residential development within the 55
Freeway/Dyer Road focus atea. Development proposals for projects
including 100 or more residential units shall be required to prepare a

October 2021
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public park utilization study to evaluate the project’s potential impacts on
existing public parks within a one half (1/2) mile radius to the focus area.
The evaluation shall include the population increase due to the project
and the potential for the new resident population to impact existing
public parks within the radius. Each study shall also consider the
cumulative development as in the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road area and the
potential for a cumulative impact on existing public parks within the
radius.

If the study determines that the project, or it’s incremental cumulative impacts would
result in a significant impact (substantial physical deterioration or substantial
acceleration of deterioration) to existing public parks, the project shall be required to
mitigate this impact. Measures to mitigate the significant impact may include, but are
not limited to land dedication and fair-share contribution to acquire new or to
enhance existing public parks within the radius. Mitigation shall be completed prior
to issuance of occupancy permits.

Additionally, as included in Volume 11, Updated Draft PEIR and in updated Appendix B-a,
the City has supplemented/revised the following GPU Open Space policies and
implementation actions:

POLICY OS-1.2 PARKS AND RECREATION SYSTEM* Provide and support a
comprehensive and integrated network of parks, recreation facilities, trails and open space
that is diverse, with a variety of active and passive recreational opportunities.

POLICY OS-1.3 PARK STANDARD* Establish and maintain public parks, open
space and recreation requirements for new residential and nonresidential development to
provide sufficient park and recreational opportunities for Santa Ana residents and visitors.
Striveto Attain a minimum of two acres of land per 1,000 persons residing within the City
of Santa Ana.

POLICY OS 1.4 PARK DISTRIBUTION Ensure the City residents have access to
public or private parks, recreation facilities, or trails in the City of Santa Ana, within 10-
minute walking and biking distance of home. Prioritize provision, programs, and
partnerships in park deficient an environmental justice areas.

OS IA 1.7 Action Public parkland requirements for residential projects. Update the
Residential Development Fee Ordinance for Residential Projects to require public
parkland within a 10-minute walking distance with the City limits of the new residential
projects. Allow developers a reduction in on-site open space by giving credits for the
provision of park land for public use. Establish a process and program to incentivize
publicly accessible open space through the coordination between two or more residential
projects (of any size) to create public parkland and open space, such as exploring housing
density bonus option.
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OS IA 1.16 Acquisitions to meet Park Standard: Using the Park Master Plan as
guidance, identify and acquire property within the City for park and open space use
which will focus on bringing the park and recreation system to 2 acres of land per
1000 residents with a plan to keep pace with future urban growth.

The commenter cites an article from the National Recreation and Park Association which
states that the typical park and recreation agency offers 9.9 acres of parkland per 1,000
residents. However, as the article acknowledges, the information in the article is not to be
used as a benchmark because there is not a single set of standards for parks and recreation.
Each community’s needs and physical conditions are unique, and no single standard would
be feasible or realistic. The City has discretion in setting its own goal of two acres of
parkland per 1,000 residents, which the Recirculated Draft PEIR properly relies upon.

The commenter also includes a link to “The Health Benefits of Parks: The Trust for
Public Land.” This article discusses the importance of having access to parks,
playgrounds, greenways, trails, and community open spaces to help keep Americans fit
and healthy. CEQA does not require the Recirculated Draft PEIR to analyze the
correlation of parks and public health. Regardless, the proposed GPU similarly includes
policies and implementation actions that encourage more access to parkland to promote
the health and wellness of the public—such as Policy 1.11 (Program Incentives), Policy
2.2 (Healthy Parks and Public Spaces), Policy 2.6 (Connections to Nature),
Implementation Action 1.5 (Alternative Facilities), Implementation Action 1.6 (Program
Accessibility), and Implementation Action 3.7 (Public Health and Wellness Collaboration
Summit). (See Recirculated Draft PEIR, pp. 5.15-18 through 5.15-26.)

As noted by the commenter, the Draft PEIR acknowledges the lack of existing parks in
the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road focus area and concludes that if new patks are not provided
in this area, increased park demand could result in spillover demand to surrounding areas.
As this demand will occur incrementally over time and because other development and
related park mitigation will also be occurring throughout the City, it is not possible to
quantify this impact at this time. The City, therefore, has added Mitigation Measures REC-
01 (see Response A2-2) to require the City to monitor development and to require a park
utilization study for larger projects in the 55 Freeway/Dryer Road focus area and to
mitigate potential impacts.

The City appreciates the commenter’s concern and will continue to work with the City of
Tustin in preparing its Parks and Recreation Master Plan, as stated in the Recirculated
Draft PEIR (p. 5.15-29).

Pursuant to its outreach from January through May 2021, the City has added numerous
GPU policies and Implementation Actions to address the existing park deficiencies and
to minimize the adverse impact of GPU implementation to parks and open space (see
Section 5.15.3 of RDEIR and updates included in Appendix B-a). These policies and
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A2-5

A2-6

A2-7

implementation actions address park master planning, distribution of parks, serving
disadvantaged communities, timing for park development, facility maintenance, and
community input and partnerships.

To the extent the commenter is stating that the proposed GPU’s policies and
implementation action cannot reduce the GPU’s impacts because they are vague,
voluntary, unenforceable, and incapable of lessening the project impacts, the comment
misses the point. The GPU policies and implementation actions are not mitigation
measures but are a part of the GPU; they are not being adopted as mitigation measures
to reduce project impacts. As the Recirculated Draft PEIR explains, these policies will
help the City achieve its long-term planning and growth goals, and the implementation
actions related to each goal or policy will ensure successful monitoring of progress as a
community (RDEIR, pp. 1-9 through 1-10). As included in Response A2-2, the City has
refined GPU open space policies as well as added a CEQA mitigation measure to address
the potential GPU recreational/patks impact on surrounding areas.

As included in Response A2-2, GPU Policy 1.3, Park Standard, has been revised as follows:

POLICY OS-1.3 PARK STANDARD#* Establish and maintain public parks, open
space and recreation requirements for new residential and nonresidential
development to provide sufficient park and recreational opportunities for Santa Ana
residents and visitors. Steive—te Attain a minimum of two acres of land per 1,000
persons residing within the City of Santa Ana.

Please refer to Response A2-2. OS Implementation Action 1.7 has been revised to
eliminate the word “larger.” This provision would apply to all residential projects. The
commenter also states that Implementation Action 1.7 cannot reduce the GPU’s impacts
because it does not identify the amount of parkland that would be required. However,
Implementation Action 1.7 is a part of the GPU and is not a mitigation measure created
to reduce project impacts. As the Recirculated Draft PEIR explains, these policies will
help the City achieve its long-term planning and growth goals, and the implementation

actions related to each goal or policy will ensure successful monitoring of progress as a
community (RDEIR, pp. 1-9 through 1-10).

Contrary to the commenter’s suggestion that the GPU’s policies and implementation
actions are deficient because they will not lead to any actual action on behalf of the City,
these are a part of the GPU and are not being adopted as mitigation measures to reduce
project impacts. As the Recirculated Draft PEIR explains, these policies will help the City
achieve its long-term planning and growth goals, and the implementation actions related
to each goal or policy will ensure successful monitoring of progress as a community
(RDEIR, pp. 1-9 through 1-10). Accordingly, the policies and implementation actions—
such as Implementation Action 4.5 (Open Space Acquisition Funds)—appropriately
identify a plan for the City in implementing its proposed GPU.

Page 2-28

PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

A2-8

A2-9

A2-10

2. Response to Comments

An EIR must only describe feasible mitigation measures that could minimize the project’s
significant adverse effects (State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)). An EIR may decline
to propose a mitigation measure that would not effectively address a significant impact.
(Napa Citigens for Honest Gov't v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 342,
365.) An EIR need not identify and discuss mitigation measures that are infeasible. (Clover
Valley Found. v. City of Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 200, 245.) As analyzed in the
Recirculated Draft PEIR, there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts (RDEIR, p. 5.15-30).

In response to the comment that Implementation Action 4.5 and Policy 1.11 (Funding
Sources) do not commit the City to minimize recreation impacts, these policies and
implementation actions are not mitigation measures adopted to reduce project impacts.
These are designed as part of the GPU to help the City achieve its long-term planning
and growth goals. Thus, these policies and implementation actions are geared toward
minimizing impacts to neighboring communities.

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

An EIR must only describe feasible mitigation measures that could minimize the project’s
significant adverse effects (State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(2)(1)). An EIR may decline
to propose a mitigation measure that would not effectively address a significant impact.
(Napa Citizens for Honest Gov't v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 342,
365.) An EIR need not identify and discuss mitigation measures that are infeasible. (Clover
Valley Found. v. City of Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal. App.4th 200, 245.) As described in Response
A2-2, the City has added Mitigation Measure REC-01 to reduced park-related impacts of
the proposed GPU.

The commenter also cites to San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San
Francisco (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 79-80, where the court held that the environmental
review should have embraced the cumulative impact of similar projects under
environmental review even though the approval and construction of the project was not
certain, and therefore the EIR undermined any effort to provide adequate mitigation
measures. This case is not applicable here, where the Recirculated Draft PEIR
appropriately determined that the park and recreation impacts are significant and
unavoidable.

October 2021

Page 2-29



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR

CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

A2-11

Public Resources Code Section 21002 states:

The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that public
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially
lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects, and that the
procedures required by this division are intended to assist public agencies in
systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and
the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or
substantially lessen such significant effects. The Legislature further finds and
declares that in the event specific economic, social, or other conditions make
infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual

projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.

The Recirculated Draft PEIR determined that impacts related to parks and recreation
would be significant and unavoidable and, in accordance with Public Resources Code
Section 21081 (b) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the City will be required to adopt
a Statement of Overriding Considerations if the project is approved by the City Council.

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15370 defines “mitigation” as including: a) avoiding the
impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; b) minimizing
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; c)
rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment;
d) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action; €) compensating for the impact by replacing or
providing substitute resources or environments. Where potentially significant impacts are
identified, the Recirculated Draft PEIR proposes and describes mitigation measures
designed to minimize, reduce, or avoid each identified potentially significant impact
whenever it is feasible to do so (Pub. Resources Code § 21002.1(b); State CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.4).

While mitigation measures may be imposed that require changes to the project, mitigation
measures do not alter the description of the project or the actual project analyzed. Rather,
the purpose of the Draft EIR is to fully disclose the environmental impacts of the project
as proposed, then to provide mitigation, if possible, to reduce or eliminate the impacts.
Where there are impacts that cannot be avoided, the Draft EIR identifies the impact and
the reasons why the project is being proposed, notwithstanding the impact (CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.2(b)). Appropriately, the Draft EIR focuses on mitigation measures
that are feasible, practical, and effective. (Napa Citizens for Honest Govt. v. Napa County Bd.
Of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 342, 365.) As described in Response A2-2, the City
has added Mitigation Measure REC-01 to reduce the park-related impacts of the GPU.

The comment recommends that the City modify land use designations to lessen and avoid
the proposed GPU’s impacts. As acknowledged in the comment, the Recirculated Draft
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PEIR includes evaluation of the Reduced Park Demand Alternative, which modifies land
use and reduces residential growth by eliminating and reducing certain residential land
uses and intensities. As described in the Recirculated Draft PEIR, although this alternative

would reduce recreation impacts, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable given
the lack of available land for new parks (RDEIR, p. 7-30).

See Responses to Comments A2-28 and A2-29 regarding the adequacy of the Reduced
Park Demand Alternative.

The recommendation to identify potential future park locations and redesignating land
uses would be part of the GPU and not the environmental analysis under CEQA.
Similarly, the phasing and preparation of the Park and Recreation Master Plan relative to
the GPU is not a CEQA issue. Please see Response A2-11 regarding the Recirculated
Draft PEIR inclusion of the Reduced Park Demand Alternative evaluated to less and
avoid the GPU’ impacts on parks and open space.

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

The comment suggests that the City identify a specific funding mechanism to ensure that
park development keeps pace with population growth. As discussed in the Recirculated
Draft PEIR, there are multiple sources of funding to assist the City achieve its parkland
standard of two acres per 1,000 residents. For example, the proposed GPU will add
policies and implementation actions that will identify different funding sources, including
nontraditional funding sources, to develop and maintain existing and new parks. (See e.g.,.
Policy 1.11 (Funding Sources) on p. 5.15-21 of Recirculated Draft PEIR.) In addition, the
Quimby Act already establishes a funding mechanism for parkland acquisition for all local
jurisdictions, and future development in the city will be required to dedicate land or pay
in-lieu impact fees (RDEIR, p. 5.15-28). Moreover, parks and recreational improvements
will also be funded by grants and CDBG funds (RDEIR, p. 5.15-28).

There are no feasible or practical mitigation measures available to reduce recreation-
related impacts to less than significant levels. However, identification of this program-
level impact does not preclude the finding of less than significant impacts for subsequent
projects analyzed at the project level.
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See Response to Comments A2-2 and A2-3 regarding the impacts on Tustin’s park and
recreation facilities.

The commenter cites that the Recirculated Draft PEIR identifies that various industrial
and commercial processes (i.e., stationary emissions) generate toxic air contaminants
(TAC). The analysis in Recirculated Draft PEIR Section 5.2 is consistent with the South
Coast AQMD CEQA Guidelines for program-level impact evaluation.

First, quantifying emissions associated with new industrial and commercial processes
would be speculative. The GPU allows many land uses under the Industrial land use
designation, and manufacturing is only one of the land uses allowed. Until an application
for a new business is submitted to the City, it would be speculative to estimate what type
of emissions would be generated and in what quantities. The DEIR analysis of these
impacts is qualitative, not quantitative, because the specifics of these new facilities (where
they would be built, what industrial and commercial processes would be implemented,
emissions sources and quantities, etc.) are simply unknown at this time. See, e.g., CEQA
Guidelines § 15064.7(a), significance threshold can be qualitative or quantitative; § 15142,
EIR shall consider “qualitative as well as quantitative factors”; Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch .
California Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 43 Cal.4th 936, 954, CEQA analysis may
include a general discussion where detailed, site-specific analysis would be speculative and
require an analysis of specific acts that cannot reasonably be foreseen. Without these
specifics, it is not possible to quantify what impacts would be from, for example, long-
term stationary sources of emissions.

The Recirculated Draft PEIR analyzes impacts for the GPU, which is a long-range
planning document and therefore lacks sufficient detail on specific development projects
that would potentially be developed in the future (e.g, type, location, and sizing of
potential sources of TACs). There is insufficient information available at this level of
analysis to conduct a reasonable or scientifically valid analysis of TACs. Specific
development projects in the city that have the potential to generate potentially significant
risks associated with the release of TACs are required to undergo an analysis of their
potential health risks associated with TACs based upon the specific details of each
individual project. Overall, because there are no specific development projects identified
or approved under the GPU and the location and exact nature of future development
projects are unknown, determining health risk at this time is speculative.

Second, even if it were not speculative, the City of Santa Ana is not responsible for
stationary emissions. Stationary emissions generated by industrial and stationary sources
are at the sole discretion of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (South
Coast AQMD). When new manufacturing land uses are proposed, the engineering design
and review of the new equipment would be conducted by the South Coast AQMD. For
stationary sources that are directly regulated by South Coast AQMD, South Coast AQMD
requires a health risk assessment (HRA) to ensure that impacts are minimized. Under New
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Source Review (South Coast AQMD Regulation XI1I), any permit that has a net increase
in emissions is required to apply Best Available Control Technology (equivalent to federal
Lowest Achievable Emission Rate). It is only through this permitting process that the
amount of emissions can be determined. That is why for a General Plan, which is
programmatic in nature, it is speculative to conduct the analysis requested by the
commenter, and the Recirculated Draft PEIR makes a general conclusion of potentially
significant.

See response to Comment A2-15. The Recirculated Draft PEIR analysis of these impacts
is qualitative, not quantitative, because the specifics of these new facilities are simply
unknown at this time (location, processes involved, emissions sources and quantities, etc.).
See, e.g, CEQA Guidelines § 15064.7(a), significance threshold can be qualitative or
quantitative; § 15142, EIR shall consider “qualitative as well as quantitative factors”;
Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v. California Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 43 Cal.4th 930,
954, CEQA analysis may include a general discussion where detailed, site-specific analysis
would be speculative and require an analysis of specific acts that cannot reasonably be
foreseen. Without these specifics, it is not possible to quantify impacts. The Recirculated
Draft PEIR includes Mitigation Measure AQ-3 to ensure that industrial projects with
mobile/area sources of emissions (i.e., warechouses) also prepare an HRA and include
measures to ensure that risk does not exceed the thresholds of South Coast AQMD.

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

The comment cites Kings County Farm Burean v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692,
733, for the contention that a legally adequate EIR must contain sufficient detail to ensute
the integrity of the decision-making process. However, the City believes that the
Recirculated Draft PEIR, on a programmatic, general-plan level, adequately analyzes
potential health risks. Moreover, in Kings County Farm Burean, the court opined that the
alternatives discussion in an EIR must thoroughly assess all reasonable alternatives and
produce sufficient information to “permit a reasonable choice of alternatives” (Kings
County Farm Burean at 733), which is not applicable in this context.

See response to Comment A2-15. The commenter cites Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control
v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App.4th 1184, but that case is inapplicable here. That
case concerned a specific retail shopping center, but the Recirculated Draft PEIR is for a
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Citywide, long-range planning document that does not have details for future
development projects (e.g., type, location, sizing of potential sources of TACs). The
DEIR analysis of these impacts is qualitative, not quantitative, because the specifics of
these new facilities are simply unknown at this time (where they would be built, what
industrial and commercial processes would be implemented, emissions sources and
quantities, etc.). See, e.g, CEQA Guidelines § 15064.7(a), significance threshold can be
qualitative or quantitative; § 15142, EIR shall consider “qualitative as well as quantitative
tactors”; Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v. California Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 43
Cal.4th 936, 954, CEQA analysis may include a general discussion where detailed, site-
specific analysis would be speculative and require an analysis of specific acts that cannot
reasonably be foreseen. Without these specifics, it is not possible to quantify impacts, such
as from long-term stationary sources of emissions.

In Keep Berkeley Jets Over the Bay Com. v. Board of Port Comrs. (2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 1344 (a
case the commenter cites), the court found that the agency failed to analyze the impacts

<

of TACs because the EIR simply concluded that, because there was no “approved,
standardized protocol” for assessing such a risk, the EIR could not evaluate the
significance of the impact. Unlike Keep Berkeley Jets, the Recirculated Draft PEIR does
qualitatively analyze the impacts of TACs on sensitive receptors and concludes that
impacts would be potentially significant. The Recirculated Draft PEIR engages in a
qualitative analysis of TAC health risk by analyzing the development and operation of
new land uses under the GPU that could generate new sources of TACs in the city from

stationary and mobile sources (RDEIR, pp. 5.2-50 through 5.2-53).

Specific development projects in the city that have the potential to generate potentially
significant health risks associated with the release of TACs are required to undergo an
analysis of those risks based upon the specific details of each individual project. Overall,
because there are no specific development projects identified or approved under the GPU
and the locations and exact nature of such projects are unknown, determining health risk
at this time is speculative.
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2. Response to Comments

The South Coast AQMD recently released the results of the fifth Multiple Air Toxic
Exposure Study (MATES V), which found that since the last MATES IV Study in 2012,
health risk in Orange County has decreased by 53 percent.! Though new industrial and
commercial facilities may generate new sources of TACs in Santa Ana, health risks in the
city would not be exacerbated because risk in the whole air basin is decreasing substantially
as a result of emissions regulations enacted by the U.S Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), the California Air Resources Board (CARB), and South Coast AQMD. Moreovert,
the GPU policies identified below seck to avoid incompatible uses and minimize health
risk to sensitive receptors.

MATES IV MATESV

Source: ESRI, 2021

Because determining health risk at this time is speculative, analyzing an alternative land
use scenario that would avoid excessive health risks is infeasible, and such an alternative
would not meet project objectives (State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(c); RDEIR, pp. 3-1
through 3-2.)

The GPU includes several policies to reduce potential impacts:

®  Policy CN-1.5 Sensitive Receptor Decisions. Consider potential impacts of
stationary and non-stationary emission soutrces on existing and proposed sensitive
uses and opportunities to minimize health and safety risks. Develop and adopt new

1 South Coast Air Quality Management District. 2021, August. Multiple Air Toxic Exposure Study V. (MATES V).
http:/ /www.agmd.gov/home/ait-quality/air-quality-studies /health-studies/mates-v
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regulations on the siting of facilities that might significantly increase pollution near
sensitive receptors within environmental justice area boundaries.

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

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

Section 5.2, Air Quality, in the Recirculated Draft PEIR requires implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ-3 to reduce project-level impacts of TACs. Mitigation Measure
AQ-3 ensures that new industrial/warehouse development evaluates mobile-source
emissions of TACs and minimizes risk below the South Coast AQMD threshold (i.e., 10
in a million cancer risk and 1 hazard index). It also requires preparation of an HRA in
accordance with policies and procedures of the State Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment and South Coast AQMD. An HRA is required when a project
generates more than 100 truck trips and is within 1,000 feet of a sensitive use, consistent
with the 2005 CARB Aéir Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective
(CARB Handbook). Facilities that generate fewer than 100 trucks or are farther than 1,000
feet from sensitive land uses would not generate concentrations of diesel particulate
matter (DPM) emissions with the potential to exceed the 10 in a million threshold. And
as noted in response to Comment A2-17, DPM emission rates from heavy trucks have
decreased substantially since the 2005 CARB Handbook was prepared. As a result, the
threshold of 100 trucks and 1,000 feet distance is a conservative buffer distance for
requiring HRAs.

At the request of the commenter, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 will clarify that this protocol
requires consideration of both mobile and stationary sources as part of the HRA impact
analysis and will specifically identify the South Coast AQMD threshold values. Additions
are shown in underlined text below. This update is included in Volume 11, Updated Draft
PEIR

AQ-3 Prior to discretionary approval by the City of Santa Ana, project
applicants for new industrial or warehousing development projects that
1) have the potential to generate 100 or more diesel truck trips per day
or have 40 or more trucks with operating diesel-powered transport
refrigeration units, and 2) are within 1,000 feet of a sensitive land use
(e.g, residential, schools, hospitals, or nursing homes), as measured from
the property line of the project to the property line of the nearest
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sensitive use, shall submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the City of
Santa Ana for review and approval. The HRA shall be prepared in
accordance with policies and procedures of the State Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and the South Coast Air
Quality Management District_and shall include all applicable stationary

and mobile/area source emissions generated by the proposed project at

the project site. If the HRA shows that the incremental cancer risk
and/or noncancer hazard index exceed the respective thresholds, as
established by the South Coast AQMD at the time a project is considered
(e, 10 in one million cancer risk and 1 hazard index), the project
applicant will be required to identify and demonstrate that best available
control technologies for toxics (T-BACTs), including appropriate
enforcement mechanisms, are capable of reducing potential cancer and
noncancer risks to an acceptable level. T-BACTSs may include, but are not
limited to, restricting idling on-site, electrifying warehousing docks to
reduce diesel particulate matter, or requiring use of newer equipment
and/or vehicles. T-BACTs identified in the HRA shall be identified as
mitigation measures in the environmental document and/or
incorporated into the site plan.

It should be noted that although individual projects will be mitigated to below the South
Coast AQMD threshold of 10 in a million cancer risk, cumulative impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable.

See response to Comment A2-18. The threshold of 1,000 feet in distance is a conservative
buffer distance for requiring HRAs for warehouse project. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 does
not include specific requirements for industrial and commercial process emissions because
these facilities would be required to prepare an HRA as part of the South Coast AQMD
New Soutce Review/Title V permit process (see response to Comment A2-15). For
stationary sources that are directly regulated by South Coast AQMD, South Coast AQMD
requires an HRA to ensure that impacts are minimized. Under New Source Review (South
Coast AQMD Regulation XI1I), any permit that has a net increase in emissions is required
to apply Best Available Control Technology (equivalent to federal Lowest Achievable
Emission Rate).

Thus, the intent of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 is to capture projects, like warehouse
projects, that may not generate stationary source emissions but would generate DPM
emissions. This ensures that the City considers potential health risk impacts to existing
and planned sensitive receptors during discretionary review. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 also
requires that the HRA consider stationary sources of emissions. No additional mitigation
measures were incorporated into the Recirculated Draft PEIR for industrial and

commercial processing TACs because there are existing regulations that require an HRA
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for these facilities, and the South Coast AQMD permit process ensures less than
significant project-level impacts from these sources.

See response to Comment A2-19. Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(a)(1)(B), mitigation measures may specify performance standards for mitigating
a significant impact when it is impractical or infeasible to specify the specific details of
mitigation during the EIR review process, provided the lead agency commits to implement
the mitigation, adopts the specified performance standard, and identifies the types of
actions that may achieve compliance with the performance standard. In this case, the
nature or extent of mitigation that may be required depends on what is proposed.
Mitigation Measure AQ-3 lays out clear performance standards in the event that health
risk exceeds the South Coast AQMD thresholds of 10 in one million and 1 hazard index.
At the request of the commenter, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 will specifically identify the
South Coast AQMD threshold values of 10 in one million cancer risk and 1 hazard index
(see Volume 11, Updated Draft PEIR). Mitigation Measure AQ-3 is not improper deferral
and is enforceable by the City of Santa Ana.

See also responses to Comments A2-18 through A2-20. The commenter recommends
mitigation to avoid siting sensitive land uses within the buffer distances identified in the
2005 CARB Handbook. Impacts of the environment on a project are not CEQA impacts
(California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62
Cal.4th 369, Case No. S213478). The General Plan includes specific policies and
implementation measures that align with the 2005 CARB handbook:

B Policy LU-3.11 Air Pollution Buffers. Promote landscaping and other buffers to
separate existing sensitive uses from rail lines, heavy industrial facilities, and other
emissions sources. As feasible, apply more substantial buffers within environmental
justice area boundaties.

®  Implementation Measure 3.2 Measure Design guidelines and standards.
Update the zoning code's development and operational standards for industrial zones
to address incompatibility with adjacent uses, including minimum distance
requirements to buffer heavy industrial uses from sensitive receptors. Conduct a study
to evaluate and establish appropriate minimum distances and landscape buffers
between polluting industrial uses from sensitive receptors such as residences, schools,
day care, and public facilities.

It should be noted that since the 2005 CARB Handbook was circulated, the California
Building Code (Title 24), Part 6 (California Building and Energy Efficiency Standards) and
Part 11 (California Green Building Standards Code [CALGreen|) have been updated to
require enhanced filtration for multifamily residential buildings.
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See responses to Comments A2-15 through A2-21. The analysis of the proposed project
in Section 5.2, Air Onality, of the Recirculated Draft PEIR is the analysis of the project’s
cumulative contribution to regional air quality impacts in the South Coast Air Basin
(SoCAB). Similar to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impacts, no single project has the
potential to cause the SOCAB to be in nonattainment. As a result, the Recirculated Draft

PEIR evaluates the cumulative contribution of the proposed project to impacts in the
SoCAB. South Coast AQMD has similarly stated this.

As identified in response to Comment A2-15, it is speculative to quantify TAC and cancer
risk from stationary sources. The Recirculated Draft PEIR does not simply label these
indirect impacts as significant without an accompanying analytical analysis. Section 5.2,
Aiir Quality, includes an analysis and discussion of how the impact conclusion was reached.

The Recirculated Draft PEIR conservatively identifies that any increase in TACs generated
within the city would cumulatively contribute to health risk impacts in the SoCAB
(RDEIR, p. 5.2-70.). Though the GPU includes policies to reduce exposure of sensitive
receptors to pollution, emissions cannot be determined or modeled until specific
development projects are proposed. In other words, for this type of evaluation, project-
specific information is needed to determine whether or not emissions from a project in
the city exceed 10 in a million cancer risk. At this programmatic level of analysis, this
information is speculative; therefore, the Recirculated Draft PEIR conservatively calls
impacts significant.

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

The comment states that the Recirculated Draft PEIR fails to identify any mitigation.
However, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would ensure that mobile sources of TACs not
covered under South Coast AQMD permits are considered during subsequent project-
level environmental review by the City. Individual development projects would be required
to achieve the incremental risk thresholds established by South Coast AQMD, and TACs
would be less than significant. But because the GPU would generate TACs that could
contribute to elevated levels in the air basin, individual projects would nonetheless
contribute to the higher levels of risk in the SoCAB, and the GPU’ cumulative
contribution to health risk is significant and unavoidable (RDEIR, p. 5.2-71).
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There are no feasible or practical mitigation measures available to reduce the cumulative
health-related impacts to less than significant levels. However, identification of this
program-level impact does not preclude the finding of less than significant impacts for

subsequent projects analyzed at the project level.

The analysis in Recirculated Draft PEIR Section 5.2 is consistent with the South Coast
AQMD CEQA Guidelines for program-level impact evaluation. The Recirculated Draft
PEIR quantifies the increase in criteria air pollutants emissions in the city. However, at a
programmatic level analysis, it is not feasible to quantify the increase in TACs from
stationary sources associated with a general plan or meaningfully correlate how regional
criteria air pollutant emissions above the South Coast AQMD significance thresholds
correlate with basinwide health impacts (see pages 5.2-26 through 5.2-31).

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

Air Quality Districts’ Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds and Modeling

To achieve and maintain air quality standards, the South Coast AQMD has established
numerical emission indicators of significance for regional and localized air quality impacts
for both construction and operational phases of a local plan or project. The South Coast
AQMD has established the thresholds based on “scientific and factual data that is
contained in the federal and state Clean Air Acts” and recommends “that these thresholds
be used by lead agencies in making a determination of significance.” The numerical
emission indicators are based on the recognition that the air basin is a distinct geographic
area with a critical air pollution problem for which ambient air quality standards have been
promulgated to protect public health. The thresholds represent the maximum emissions

from a plan or project that are expected not to cause or contribute to an exceedance of
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the most stringent applicable national or state ambient air quality standard. By analyzing
the plan’s emissions against the thresholds, an EIR assesses whether these emissions
directly contribute to any regional or local exceedances of the applicable ambient air
quality standards and exposure levels.

South Coast AQMD currently does not have methodologies that would provide the City
with a consistent, reliable, and meaningful analysis to correlate specific health impacts that
may result from a proposed project’s mass emissions.?

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

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

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

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

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

Stationary Source Impacts

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

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

Missing Health Risk Assessment Parameters

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

TAC emissions generated would result in a cancer or noncancer health risk.

Decrease in Emissions from Existing Conditions (Table 5.2-11)

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

Summary

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

of emissions sources and quantity of emissions are not known.

See response to Comment A2-23. The DEIR analysis of health impacts is qualitative, not
quantitative, because the specifics of these new facilities (where they would be built, what
industrial and commercial processes would be implemented, emissions sources and
quantities, etc.) is simply unknown at this time. See, e.g.,, CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7(a)
(significance threshold can be qualitative or quantitative); § 15142 (EIR shall consider
“qualitative as well as quantitative factors”); Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v. California Dept. of
Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 43 Cal4th 936, 954 (CEQA analysis may include a general
discussion where detailed, site-specific analysis would be speculative and require an
analysis of specific acts that cannot reasonably be foreseen). Without these specifics, it is
not possible to quantify impacts, such as what the long-term stationary sources emissions

would be.

See response to Comment A2-23. The Recirculated Draft PEIR did not say that there are
insufficient modeling tools to conduct a health impact analysis (HIA). The Recirculated
Draft PEIR said that it would be speculative to conduct such an analysis because there is
insufficient information on emissions sources and location to do so. Though other land
use projects have conducted HIAs, this is because they had specific, project-level details
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that made such analysis possible. These projects had a near-term buildout compared to a
General Plan, which is analyzed over a long-term horizon. Additionally, these project
specifically state that the current version of the EPA’s BenMAP-CE model only has health
impact functions associated with ozone and PM,s; therefore, a quantitative HIA is not
possible for other criteria pollutants. An HIA does not conclude whether the predicted
health effects are significant for CEQA purposes; rather, the predicted health effects are
just additional information. However, even for projects that have conducted an HIA, the
analysis ultimately concluded that the numeric data from the HIA did not provide
meaningful information to the public or decision-makers because of the quantification
and model limitations.

For regional pollutants, it is difficult to trace a particular project’s criteria air
pollutant emissions to a specific health effect. Moreover, the modeled results
may be misleading because the margin of error in such modeling is large
enough that, even if the modeled results report a given health effect, the model
is sufficiently imprecise that the actual effect may differ from the reported
results; that is, the modeled results suggest precision, when in fact available
models cannot be that precise on a project level. (Inglewood Basketball and
Entertainment Center Environmental Impact Report)

Moreovet, as described in response to Comment A2-23, Recirculated Draft PEIR Table
5.2-11 indicates that emissions of NOx, CO, SO, PMjp, and PMas (including
transportation sector PMas) would decrease from existing conditions. Only VOC

emissions, primarily from consumer product use, would exceed the South Coast AQMD
thresholds.

As identified above, exhaust PM2s is good surrogate to estimate health risk. As a result,
health risks associated with the proposed project would also decrease over the long-term
buildout of the General Plan Update.

See responses to Comments A2-23 through A2-25.

An EIR must focus on alternatives that can avoid or substantially lessen one or more of
the project’s significant environmental impacts (State CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.6(a)

to (b)).

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(f) describes that the range of alternatives evaluated
in an EIR only includes alternatives needed to permit a reasoned choice and foster
informed decision making. EIRs do not need to consider every conceivable alternative to
a project, and there is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of alternatives other
than the rule of reason. The City of Santa Ana, as the lead agency, selected four project
alternatives that met the parameters identified by CEQA for alternatives. These
alternatives include a reduced intensity alternative, a 2020 RTP/SCS consistency

Page 2-44

PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

A2-28

2. Response to Comments

alternative, a no project/current General Plan alternative, and a reduced park demand
alternative.

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, CEQA does not require that the alternatives
reduce a significant and unavoidable impact to less than significant. Instead, as stated
above, CEQA requires that the alternatives avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the
project’s significant impacts. It is typical that alternatives developed for General Plan
PEIRs are unable to reduce air quality, greenhouse gases, cultural, and noise impacts to
less than significant. The scale of anticipated growth 20 year buildout of most cities and
counties is almost inevitably going to result in significant impacts regardless of general
plan policies, programs and EIR mitigation measures. Note for example, that the No
Project alternative (existing General Plan) for the City of Santa Ana would not reduce any
significant impacts of the proposed GPU to less than significant. The only Recirculated
Draft PEIR alternative determined to eliminate a significant, unavoidable impact
(population) is the RTP/SCS Consistency Alternative). To accomplish this, the alternative
would be required to place a cap on development of existing entitlements within the
Specific Plan/Special Zoning areas.

Table 7-9 of the Recirculated Draft PEIR shows how each of the selected alternatives
substantially lessens one or more impacts of the project. As noted above and as the
commenter acknowledges, the 2020 RTP/SCS consistency alternative reduces the

population and housing impact from significant and unavoidable to less than significant.

Simply because some of the alternatives will not completely reduce significant and
unavoidable impacts to less than significant does not mean that the discussion of
alternatives is inadequate. Thus, the alternatives analysis in the EIR conforms to CEQA
requirements, and additional alternatives are not required to be evaluated.

The Reduced Park Demand alternative was strategically developed based on the detailed
analysis of existing park and recreation facilities and their geographic relationship with
proposed residential uses. It is not a “straw man.”  As analyzed in the Recirculated Draft
PEIR, the City of Santa is park deficient under existing conditions and buildout of the
existing General Plan and the proposed GPU could exacerbate this condition. The
Reduced Park Demand substantially reduces residential uses (a reduction of 11,225 units,
a 47 percent overall in the Focus Areas) to reduce demand and the resultant impact on
parks and on open space. For the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road and South Bristol Street focus
areas, the housing reduction would be from areas characterized as more than 2 mile from
park facilities. The reduction in non-residential square footage (2.8 M SF) would also
indirectly reduce park demand (due to the extent that new jobs indirectly results in
population increase and also that employees/customers may also use recreation facilities).
The reduction in non-residential uses for this alternative, however, was included to balance
land use. Note in Recirculated Draft PEIR Table 7-3, that the Reduced Park Demand
Alternative results in a jobs-to-housing ratio of 2.4, the highest of the project alternatives.
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This represents a very obs rich’ scenario in comparison to a jobs: housing ratio of
approximately 1.5 that is often cited as ideal.

Please refer to Response A2-27 regarding whether project alternatives are required to
eliminate significant impacts of the GPU as proposed. The City of Santa Ana was unable
to identify a project alternative what would achieve the majority of project objectives that
could eliminate the significant Recreation impact. Note that although the commenter
asserts that such an alternative should have been evaluated, an alternative that could
potentially meet these parameters has not been suggested.

See response to Comment A2-27 through A2-29..

The commenter asserts that two stated circumstances for recirculation of the Recirculated
Draft PEIR apply: 1) the addition of significant new information to the EIR after public
notice is given of the availability of the DEIR but before certification, or 2) the DEIR is
so “fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful
public review and comment were precluded.” The commenter says that both
circumstances apply here. The City of Santa Ana disagrees that the Recirculated Draft
PEIR is inadequate or deprives the public of meaningful review of the proposed GPU.
Morteovet, there is no new substantial information in this Final Recirculated PEIR. The
City contends that, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 (b) “|[r]ecirculation is
not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or
makes insignificant modifications to an adequate EIR.”

Responses throughout this Final Recirculated EIR provide clarification and support the
conclusions in the Recirculated Draft PEIR. For the reasons outlined below and in the
Final EIR, revision of the Recirculated Draft PEIR, does not constitute substantial new
information and does not include conditions warranting recirculation of the RDEIR.

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

1. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.
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2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

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

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

The Recirculated Draft PEIR adequately analyzes the environmental effects of the GPU,
and its conclusions are supported by substantial evidence in the record. None of the
conditions requiring recirculation listed in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 have
been met, and recirculation of the Recirculated Draft PEIR is not required. None of the
revisions that have been made to the Recirculated Draft PEIR indicate new significant
impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact identified in
the Recirculated Draft PEIR, and none of the revisions identify a feasible project
alternative or mitigation measure that is considerably different from those in the
Recirculated Draft PEIR and would lessen the environmental impacts of the GPU.
Furthermore, no new information brought forward supports that the Recirculated Draft
PEIR is so fundamentally flawed that it precludes meaningful public review. Because none
of the CEQA criteria for recirculation have been met, recirculation of the Recirculated
Draft PEIR is not warranted. As stated in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b),
“recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies
or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.” Therefore, the
Recirculated Draft PEIR does not need to be recirculated.
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A3. Response to Comments from City of Tustin, Public Works Department, dated September 20,

2021.

A3-1

This comment relates to the traffic study for the GPU as included as Appendix K of the
Recirculated Draft PEIR. The comment requests specific transportation improvements
and requests clarification of mitigation measures and fair share payments by the City of
Santa Ana. Note that IBI’s traffic impact study (TIA) includes a comprehensive analysis
of the potential impact of buildout of the GPU on the level of service (LOS) of 105 area
intersections (including several intersections in adjacent cities) and 60 roadway segments.
The results of this LOS analysis, however, are not reproduced or summarized in this EIR
section because, pursuant to SB 743—passed in September 2013 and incorporated into
updated CEQA Guidelines approved in December 2018—LOS and auto delay are no
longer metrics to evaluate transportation impacts under CEQA. The updated guidelines
codify the switch from LOS to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the metric for
transportation analysis. VMT refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel
attributable to a project. Although the LOS analysis in the TIA is not used to evaluate
environmental impacts, the analysis supports the GPU and associated transportation
standards of service in the circulation mobility element.

The recommendations provided in this comment will be forwarded to decision-makers as
part of this Final Recirculated PEIR. No further response is required.
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A4. Response to Comments from Department of Transportation, State of California, dated
September 20, 2021.
Intro The commenter describes the mission of the California Department of Transportation

A4-1

A4-2

A4-3

Ad-4

A4-5

A4-6

A4-7

A4-8

(Caltrans) which is to provide a safe and reliable transportation system that serves all
people and respects the environment. The commenter notes that regional access to the
project area is provided by Interstate 5 (I-5), State Route 22 (SR 22), and SR 55. No further
response required.

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

This comment describes Caltrans’ commitment to enhancing the safety on the
transportation network and pursuing meaningful collaboration with their partners.
Comment noted.

This comment is regarding Caltrans’ support of the City’s evaluation of potential
opportunity sites for affordable housing. Comment noted.

This comment is regarding the need for future pedestrian facilities within Caltrans’ right
of way to abide by the requirements of Caltrans’ Design Information Bulletin and does
not provide a specific comment regarding the Recirculated Draft PEIR. The comment
will be forwarded to decision makers for consideration.

This comment commends the City on its current transit service efforts and encourages
its continued collaboration with the Orange County Transportation Authority. Comment
noted.

This comment states that Caltrans’ supports the City in its efforts to improve and expand
their bicycles facilities. Comment noted.

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

Comment acknowledged. Any project work proposed in the vicinity of the State Right-
of-Way would acquire an encroachment permit from Caltrans and would address
environmental concerns per Caltrans’s Encroachment Permits Manual and the
requirements of CEQA.
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O1. Response to Comments from Cynthia Guerra, Rise Up Willowick, dated September 15, 2021.

0O1-1

O1-ExA

O1-ExB

O1- ExC

The commenter identifies issues with the adequacy of the policies and implementation
actions in the GPU’s Open Space Element, but does not reference specific concerns
related to environmental impacts that could result from implementation of the project or
analysis in the Recirculated Draft PEIR. However, the comment will be passed along to
City decision makers as part of this Final Recirculated PEIR. No further response is
required or provided.

Exhibit A to this letter is a memorandum: “Proposed Changes and Additions to the Open
Space Element of the City of Santa Ana’s August 2021 General Plan Update.” The
memorandum recommends specific changes to several Open Space Element policies in
the proposed GPU. It does not reference specific comments or raise concerns regarding
the analysis in the EIR. This memorandum has been forwarded to decision-makers as part
of this Final Recirculated PEIR.

Exhibit B to this letter is an October 6, 2020, letter providing comments on the 2020
Draft PEIR for the General Plan Update on behalf of Rise Up Willowick from Shute,
Mihaly, and Weinberger, LLC. The responses to these comments are in the November
2020 Final PEIR for the GPU, which is provided on the City of Santa Ana’s website:
http://download.placeworks.com/SNT/Volume_I_FEIR.pdf.

Exhibit C to this letter is a November 9, 2020, letter providing comments on the General
Plan Update and Draft PEIR on behalf of Rise Up Willowick from Shute, Mihaly, and
Weinberger, LLC. This letter is dated the day of the Planning Commission’s Public
Hearing on the 2020 versions of GPU and Draft PEIR. It was submitted after the public
review period and comment deadline for the 2020 Draft PEIR (September 16, 2020) and
does not include comments on the Recirculated Draft PEIR. Although the Letter O1
notes that the comments in this letter are incorporated by reference, the letter of
November 9,2020, is focused on proposed General Plan Update polices and the schedule
for the GPU relative to the Housing Element and Municipal Code update. Comments are
not specific to the EIR or, in particular, to the Recirculated Draft PEIR, and therefore
responses are not required in this Final Recirculated PEIR. The comments are forwarded
to decision-makers as part of this Final Recirculated PEIR.
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Large sources of lead exposure remain, despite consid-
erable progress in reducing exposures in the United
States during the past few decades. Thirty eight mil-
lien housing units in the ULS, have lead-based paint;
of those, 24 milhon have lead-based pamt hazads in
the form of deteriorated lead-based paint, contami-
nated dust, and contaminated bare soil. with 37 hillian
square feet () of building components coated with
lead paint' Demoliion can be expected o disturb
lead paint and produce ificant emissions ol lead
dust and other contaminants.™ Dust lrom only 1 [
of smrface painted with lead-based paint inoa 100 i
room can result in a potential dost lead loading of
9,300 micrograms per square foot (pg/f), well above
the 118, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Limit of 40 pg/f® for interior floors. Earlier research
has focused mostly on large numbers of multifamily
housing units undergoing demolition within a con-
fined geographic area.’” Only one small pilot sindy?
has examined single-family housing demolition, which
ofien occurs al scaltered siles adjacent w occupied
homes, and no studies have reported on metals other
than lead in demolition dust.

Population Mood lead levels (BLLs) in the LLS, have
declined by 81% since the late 1980s,” but mean BlLs
stll vemain two orders of magmitude above the natoral
background BLL,® suggesting that large lead expo-
sure sources stll remain, Exposure to lead can ocour
from many pathways and sources, but housing is the
niin pathway of exposure w the ULS,, accounting [or
approximately 70% of childhood lead poisoning cases.”

Furthermore, demolition of older housing in the
T7.8. has been shown to explain approximately 505 of
the variation in children’s BLLs during a 20-vear tine
period'! becanse, in the long rmn. lead-contaminated
housing is removed from service, But demolition can
also conmibute to ncreased exposures in the near
term due (o lead-contaminated dust. Furthermaore, dust
emissions [rom housing demoliion have been found
to contribuie 1o adverse health effects other than lead
poisoning. such as asthma exacerhation,’

While lead exposure hmits have been developed
for paint, interior settled dust, and bare soil, as well
as ambient aiv and drinking water, no standard has
been developed for exterior seuled dust. The TS
Department of Housing and Lirban Development
(HUD) ereated a cleanup guideline of 800 pg/f* for
exterior concrete or other rongh surfaces;™ however,
there are no enforceable standards for lead dust hazard
ideniification on exterior surlaces or lead dust Gall,
and no standards have been incorporated into the
LS, federal regulatony standards, There are also no
consistent lead dustsuppression methods in the hons-

Pupric Hesrrir RerporTs [

NovemMprr—DEcEMBER 20113

ing demolition fiekl, although one recent protocol has
been developed.'®

This study is the first 1o characierize lead and other
heavy metals in dust fall from single-family housing
demoliton,

METHOCDS

We collecred dust lall samples ar perimeter and non-
perimerer residential property locations near 97 scat-
tered, single-funily demolition events (Le., an event
was ronsidered one workday at one location). Older
housing units likely to contain lead-based paint and
scheduled for demaolition were selected as a conve-
nience sample with the aid of Tocal officials and/
or developers. To measure dust fall not associated
with demalition, we collected sireet-level hackground
samples at locations farther than one-quarier mile
away from the demohliien site during the same time
inferval as demolition and also al 35 non-demaolition
evenis (Photo 1) Demaoliion samples were collected
for a median of 4.5 hours each day {(range: 2-8 hours).

| .ead, other heavy metals, and total dust fall and con-
centration were measured by American Public Health
Associarion (A'HA) Method 502 and EPA Methods
SW3050B and SWE020, as modificd by Farfel etal® This
passive method uses a polvethylene container with a
surface arca opening of (L0559 square meters contain-
ing 1 liter of deionized water opened to the atmosphere
for a measured time period (Photo 2). Parficulate
riatter seitles onto and is capmred by the water, After
sampling, the continer was sealed and transported
toa laboratory, where the water was lltered; the lilter
was then diied o a constant weight and analyzed for
total dust, lead, and other heavy metal mass by incduoe-
tively conpled plasma mass spectrometry, with resulls

Photo 1. Typical locations of perimeter and non-perimeter
samples

/ VorLume 128
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Phote 20 Dust Fall sampler apparatus. Source: University of
Mlinois at Chicago

reported in mass of total dust, lead, and other heavy
metals per unit surface area per unit time (pg/ft*/
hour). We chose pg/ft® to facilitate a comparison with
federal housing standards. It the total dust mass was
less than the reporting lmit (RL) of 100 pg, a value
of 100 pg was used for statistical analysis. RLs for each
metal were as follows: arsenic (1 pg), cadmiom (4 pg),
chrominm (4 pg), copper (2.5 pg), iron (100 pg), lead
(1 pg). manganese (2 pg), nickel (30 pg), selenium (1
pe), sitver (1 pg), and thallium (5 pg). Lead dust fall
samples below the laboratory RL were replaced by the
RL divided by the square root of wo. The analytical
laboratory is recognized by the EPA National Lead
Laboratory Accreditation Program.

We used a nested mixed model on natural log-
transformed dust fall lead loadings that accounted for
the correlation of lead dust fall measurements at the
same address or on the same day to identity predictors
of lead dust fall. We used a backward elimination pro-
cedure to eliminate nonssignificant covariates (p=0.1).
The model allowed residual variance to differ for the
three dust fall sample types (i.e., property perimeter at
demaolition site, non-perimeter at demolition site, and
street-level background at demolition site),

We estimated wind speed using data from a local
airport. Sample collection containers were placed
in unobstructed locations, with the exact position
recorded by global pesitioning system sensors. We
measured taffic density of sample locations by clas-
sifying adjacent streets as either side or main streets,
We collected field blank samples as a quality control
step, We recorded deseriptive data on the following
variables: ground saturated (yes/no), relative humid-
ity, temperature, atmospheric pressure, wind speed,
wind direction, use of a hose, presence ol a lence,

type of demolition activity (e.g,, building razing, debris
removil, or both), type of building material (e.g.. sid-
ing, unpainted/ painted wood, or unpainted/painted
stone), type of sieet (main or side), and demoli-
tion equipment used (e.g., bulldozer, wrecking ball,
picker, or other). We categorized samples into one of
three groups according to the amount of time they
were located downwind during the sampling events:
(1) downwind of demolition <5% of the sampling
period (559%), (2) downwind b%—50% of the sampling
period (209%), and (3) downwind =50% of the sam-
pling period (25%).

We recorded data on the use of water for dust sup-
pression, which was either nonexistent (Photo 3) or
mtermitient (Photo 4). We also used the following
variables in modeling: ground saturation (ves/noj,
average relative humidity, temperature, wind speed
and wind direction (downwind <<5% of the time,
downwind 5%-50% of the tme, or downwind =50%
of the time) during sampling, the use ol a hose 1o
wet down the building and debris (ves/no), presence
of a fence (yes/no/unknown), building razing (ves/
no) and debris removal (yes/no), primary exterior

Photo 3. No dust suppression used at a demolition site in
Chicago. Source: University of Illinois at Chicago

Pusric HeavtH Rerorts / NovemBer—Decemper 2013 / Vovrume 128
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2 i . H
L ; ) =y d g
Photo 4. Limired dust suppression in use ata Chicago
demuolition site. Source: Lniversity of Ilinois at Chicago

[painted (ves/no), brick/stone (ves/no)| and sec-
ondary exterior [painted (yes/no), brick/stone (ves/
no} |, number ol stories, number of dwellings, parely
commercial strnemre (yes/no) and garage {(ves/no),

whether the sample was on a main street or a side
street, and distance from the demoliion actvity. The
maodel included quadratic and cubic terms (o contral
for wind speed and wind direction.

We analyzed non-lead metals using Tobit models
for lefi-censored measurements under the assumption
of log normality For both concentration (in parts per
million [ppml} and dust fall (pg//hour), o no
substimations of valnes below the RL were needed.' All
dara were analyzed using SAS® version 9.1,

RESULTS

The dataset included 463 samnples from 97 demoli-
fon evenis and 64 samples from 35 background non-
demolition events (Table 1), Abouwt 9.6% of the lead
dust fall samples were helow the RL. The overall GM
lead dust fall during demolition was G401 pg Ph/i®/
hour (GSD—4.47). The GM was hizher when a water
hose was not used 1o control the dust {(n-—-13 evenis,
GM 1418 pg Ph/fCMour) than when a water hose
was tsed to control the dust (r—84 events, GM—5.48 pg
PhAC hour; p=0.0567), The GM lead concentrations
atdemolition site perimeters and non-perimeters were
2,800 ppm and 1,900 ppm, respectively, and were much
higher than sireerlevel background (GM - 300-1,300
ppm) (Lable 1),

Notsurpiisingly, the eftect of distance from demoli-
tion om dust fall was modificd by wind direction (Table
2), Lead dust [l was lower [or samples that were
<5% downwind compared with 5%=50% downwind
ata distance ol 10-240 Leet (all #<0.05) and margin-
ally lower at a distance of 260-280 leet (p=0.065 and
H=0.080 at 260 and 280 feet, respectively). Lead dust

Table 1. Geometric mean total and lead dust fall and concentration measurements at single-family housing
demgclition and non-demolition locations in Chicage, 2008-2009

Street-leval

background Street-level Rooftop
Demoalition Demelition demalition =1/4 background background
perimeter (87 non-perimeter mile distanice nan-demolition non-demalition
Dust fall and lead avents, 261 (75 events, 158 {43 events, {16 events 28 (19 events,
concentration samples) samples) 44 samples) samples) 26 samples)
Total dust fall (pg/fefhour) 2,202 1,208 LSag 129 247
Lead dust fall {pg/ftfhour) &0 245 0.37 019 0.09
{ho water hose:
14.18, n=13; hose:
BAB, n—-B4p
Lead concentration (ppm) 2,800 1,900 &00 1,500 300

“"No water hose" maans thare was no observed wetting of the building and debris befors or during demalition; “hase” means that there was

some wetting betars or during demelition
paft = micrograms per square foot
ppm = parts per million

Pupric Hesrrir Rerorts / Novemper-Decemser 20123/
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Table 2. Parameter estimates of natural logarithm of lead dust fall (pg/ft*/hour) at single-family housing

demolition In Chicage, 2008-2009

Effect Estimate {SE) P-value for estimate P-value for effect
Intercept 32072 (0.6031) =0.001 <0001
Dowrnwind =0.00
= 5% -1.1941 (0.3374) =0.001
5%-505% —0,3412 (0.4238) 420
<50% 0 NA
Distanca <0.001
Downwind 5% -DA05R1 (0.000745) =0.001
Downwind 5%-50% -0.0046386 (0.002496) 0.011
Downwind =50% 000978 (0.003210) 0.002
Distance® =001
Downwind <5% 267 X 0= =0.001
Downwind 5%~-50% 2061 ¥ 107 (2.601 X 107) 0.429
Downwind =50% 5.51 % 16 {4.021 » 10 017
Relative humidity -0.01845 (0.009925) 0.064 0.064
Type of streat 0079
Side 0,3583 (0.2242) 0.079
Main o] MA

ug/ft® — micrograms per square foet
5E — standard ermor
MNA ~ not applicable

fall was lower for samples that were <5% downwind
compared with =50% downwind ata distance of 10-170
feet {all #<0.05) and marginally lower at a distance of
IR0-190 feet (Hp—0.063 and p—0.093 a 180 and 190
feet, respectively). Lead dust fall was not ditferent for
5%-50% downwind compared with =>50% downwind
across the range of distances (10=750 feet). At 400
feet from demolition, the effect of wind was mmimal
andl lead dust fall was not significantly difforent from
background street-level lead dust fall, which has impor-
tant imphcations for notification of nearby residents,
A convenlence sample of community residents showed
that dust exposures from demaolition, inadeguate
notice, and dilapidated housing targeted for demaolition
were all important conununity concerns (Unpublished
report, Bartlett |, Results of interviews with community
residents on demolition. Chicago: Metropolitan Ten-
ants Organization: 2000).

While there is no lederal regmlation governing lead
dust fall rom demolition, there are two relevant coni-
parison values. In 1995, [IUD published a guidance
value of 800 pg /At for serded lead dust on exterior
concrete surfaces.™ and in 2001, EPA published a
regulaton'' tor mterior floor settled lead dust of 40
g /M= Adter eight hours of demolition at 400 feel from
demolition, the probability of exceeding 40 and 800
pe /M was 13% and 6%, respectively {Figure).

For metals other than lead, many samples were

below the BL: however, 428 demoliion samples ( n=47
events) amd 73 background samples (n—34 events)
could be quantified {Table 3). GM lead and cadmium
concentrations in ppm were significanily greater in
demoliton samples than in background samples, and
dust fall in pg/f°/hr was significantly higher for arse-
nic, chromium, copper, iron, lead, and manganese in
demoliton samples (all p<<0.0:1},

DISCUSSION

Demolition 18 conducted in a diverse manner and
many factors can conibute o varable dost fall levels,
For example, we found that lead dust fall decreased
by 17% for cach increase in relative humidity of 10%,
Relative humidity ranged [rom 215 to 83% with @ mewan
ol 50%. Although the ellect of ground samration was
allowed to enter the model, it did not indicate a sig-
nificant inllnence, probably because relative hnmidicy
was a stronger predictor. One study found that (ol
suspended particulate (TSP) had a negative correlation
with relatve humidity, but that lead concentration was
high in TSP with increasing wind speed.’® Another sindy
showed that wind direction (but not wind speed} was a
significant predicior of lead dust fall.” Wind speed may
mcrease the concentraton of airborne particulates by
aevosolizing settled dusis.

Lead dust fall was 33% lower on sile streets than
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Figure. Predicted lead dust accumulation after eight hours of single-family housing demclition
in Chicage, 2007-2008
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on main streets, possibly due 10 greater numbers of
rees and green landseaping on side siveels as well as
re-entrainment. of particulate from vehicular raffic,
We did not sample during winter months o avoad
water frecring, Therefore, the results presented in
this article cannot be used to estmate dust fall during
the winter months, which may be higher due o lack
ol water dust suppression. Other factors we could not
measure in this study included the surface arvea and
concentration of lead-based paint, source of other
heavy metals in housing, type and density of housing,
extent ol occupational exposures, and amonnt of water
actually used.

Astady in Baltimore, Marvland, that used the same
dust fall sampling methods involved approximately
400 contignous old row homes in one geographical
area that were demolished during a much shorter
(three-month) time peviod. In that study, eight fixed
site sampling stations within the demolition area were
established, with the demolidon proceeding around
them, nstead of the property-specific perimeier sam-
pling locatuons in Chicago (Lnpublished report, Jacobs
DE. Phoenix |, Travis-Miller V, Hammis R, Final report
of the East Bahimore Development Ininiative [EBIM]
Advisory Commitlee, 2010). A much more extensive
dust-suppression protocol™ was established with the
support of the EBDL, 4 local advocacy group (Coalition
to End Lead Poisoning}, an external independent advi-
sorv committee, and others, togetherwith a number of

Pupric Hesrrir Rerorts / NovemMper-Deceumser 2013

local community meetings, The EBDI dust-suppression
protocol included waming of all demolition workers
in lead-sate work praciices; designation of a full-time
dust-supprossion manager; provision of walk-off mais
and high-cfficicney particulate air vacuums for resi-
dents remaining near the periphery of the demalition
zome; landseaping and preening of lots: vegular sireet
and sidewalk cleaning; environmenral monitoring;
installation of jersey barriens and Fencing covered with
plastic to limit entry and help contain dust; sediment
control; and, perhaps most importantly, the extensive
use of fire hoses, with one wetting the roof and huild-
g exterior and the second wetting the debris on the
gronnd {Fhoto 5),

The Chicage site had much more limited {and, in
some cases, no) dust suppression, fewer houses heing
demaolished, different background lead dust fall, dil
ferent distances to sampling locanons. and a greater
likelihood of being on side streets. These differences
make a direct comparison with Chicago problematic.
In Baltimore, levels were as follows: GM lead dust fall —
0.25 pg/ A hour, GM total dust Il — 0.70 pg/ e/
hour, and GM lead in dust fall — 0.25% {Table 4). In
Chicago, 6% of the homes exceeded the HUD exterior
cleanup standlard of 8300 pg/fC after eight howrs of
demolition; however, in Baliimore, none of them did,

Both the Chicago homes that had water use and
the Baltimore rvesults suggest that control of lead
dust from demolition in both single- and mulufamily

/ VorLume 128
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housing is feasible. Of the different dust-suppression
technigques observed in this smady, extensive use of water
1o wet down huilding exteriors and debris thoroughly
and employment of a dustsuppression manager are
likely to help reduce enmssions, The Baltimore results
alsor demonstrate that sampling of airborne lead dust
(as opposed to dust all) is less informartive, becanse
atrborne dust Tead resulis are more likely o be helow

the limit of detection than is dust fall. This result is
probably because lead-contaminated dustis dense and
demolition dust s likely 1o be of larger paricle size,
both of which suggest it will settle out relatively rapidly
and remain airbore for w shorer perod of time,
Previous studies of demolition were from large,
multifamily housing sites or multiple row homes,
where people did not live next door 1o demaolition

Table 3. Geometric mean concentration and dust fall for heavy metals at single-family housing

demolition in Chicage, 2008-2009

Samples Metal concentration (ppm) Metal dust fall [ua/ft thoun)
Metal and
demolition or Events Parcant
background N N above LRL GM (95% CI) Povalue GM (95% CI) Povalue
Arseric =<0.001 =0.001
Background 34 73 4.1 127 {25, 440) 0.114 (0.042, 0.3205)
[Dremalition 97 428 17.5 29 {21, 40 0.605 (0,497, 0.737)
Cadmium Nas NA
Background 34 73 0.0
Demalition 97 428 4.7 81{4,13) 0.56% (0,407, 0.794)
Chromium <0007 =0.001
Background 4 73 55 226 (47, 1,094) C.285 (0.145, 0.540)
Demalition a7 428 14.3 75 (50, 113) 1.841 (1.548, 2.190)
Coppar =0.001 =000
Background 34 73 164 191 (87, 420) 0.199 0,117, 0.339)
Demelition 97 428 3041 184 (129, 20%) 1480 (1429, 1.974)
Irezn =0.001 =0.001
Background 34 73 384 27,084 (18,636, 45,392) 11.55% (7.393, 18.074)
Dremalition 97 428 593 25,777 (22,235, 29,882) 101120 (87175, 117.300)
Lead .05 <0001
Background 43 44 A 579 {0.03%9, 2,794) 0.320 (0.219, 0.498)
Dremalition a7 434 Q2.1 2406 (757, B,798) £010 (0.927, 2,794)
Manganess =0.0M =0.001
Background 34 73 49.3 1172 (747, 1,638) 0330 0.279, 0.498)
Cremolition 37 428 63.9 7O7 (602, B30} 2037 (1.759, 2.358)
Nickel
Background 34 73 o0
Drerelition By 428 0.0
Selenium NAP MNAE
Background 34 73 0.0
Demalition o7 428 2.6 2.4 (1.04, 4.43) 0.39% (0.291, 0.544)
Silver NAk NA
Background 34 73 oo
Demaolition 97 4325 0.5 23.02 (0.0&, 1,209) 0.257 (0,194, 0.334)
Thallium
Backeground 34 73 0.0
Demalition 97 438 a0

*Povalue for test that GM metal concentration ar dust fall was different at background and demalition locations

Walue was too low to calculats the statistic and p-valus.
ppm — parts per million

Hglfts = micrograms per squars foct

LRL = lak:oratary reporting limit

GM = geernetric mean

Cl = confidence interval

NA = not applicable
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Photo 3

Extensive dust suppression usecd ata housing
demalition site in Baltdimore, with simultancous water
applicarion o roof and w debris pile below. Lead dust
fall sampler shown in foreground. Source: East Baltimore
Development Initiative

activities. Farlel et al. showed that duost (all lead emis-
sions from nmltfamnily honsing demolifon can be gquite
high, becanse more surfaces are disturbed during a
shorter time period. Iowever, such sites are typically
evacuated during the demoliton. But single-family
housing demolition is more likely to be conducted in
neighbarhoods where most vesidents are stll present
and where exposure 1o communily members may be
areater. There may be higher cumulative exposures
due 10 move frequent exposure and closer proximity
o single-family home demolinvon. The houses in Cha-
cago were only 3 to B meters apart from cach other,
with neighboring propertics remaining occupicd while
demolition accurred,

Distance has been found to be an important fac-
tor in other studics. Davies et al, showed that lead in
house dust, pavement dust, road dust, and garden soil
in those houses located within a b00-meter radius of a
demolition site had a lngher concentration of 364 pg/

gram of lead in soil compared with 267 pg/gram of
lead in soil for houses =000 meters from demoliticon
sites.)” Similarly, interior dust in homes near demoli-
ton sites had a lead concentration of 443 pg/gram,
whereas homes ouside o S00-ancter vadius of demoh-
tion had a mean lead concentration of 417 pg/gram
in house dust.'

In Chicago, GM arsenic, chromium, copper, ivon,
aned manganese concentrations aod dust Gall raves were
all significantly greater in demolition samples than in
background samples (all 00001}, This linding indi-
cates thar these metals are a significant component of
building materials and demolition dust, perhaps [rom
old pressure-treated lumber that likely has higher levels
of copper, chromium, and arsenic, The significantly
high lead content (in ppm) as a function of total dust
concentration, as well as significant total loading of
lead in demalition dust fall, provides strong support for
the idea that lead in dust fall commes from residential
lead-based paint. The amount of 1otal mass of paint
relative o the otal mass of other building materials
might be expected to be relatively small, but our results
indicate that dust from pamt is a significant constituent
of total dust from housing demaolition and supports
the hypothesis that the large amount of lead-based
paint in housing vesults in a significant release of lead
particulate during demolition.

Limitations

The Chicagoe study had some important Lmitations,
Because the properties were 4 convenience sample,
there may have been selection bias, Sample location
wis also constrained to the property perimeters for
salety reasons, Given the distance ellect reported in
this article, it s likely thar duost fall s mach higher
within the actual demolition site. We also could not
measure occnpatonal exposure, which is an area for
futnre investigation. Additionally, the impact of clean-
ing sidewalks and streets {which was done in Balumore
bul not in Chicago) was net quantified and is another

Table 4. Baltimore demelition results where more extensive dust suppression was used, 2008-2009

Samples Percent 25th 50th 75th
Variable M below LRL GM (GSD) percentile percentile percentile
Lead dust fall {pg/fiErhour) 238 Ab 0.25 (3.57) 1.28 2m 4.49
Lead percentage 226 45 .25 (3.54) 023 1.21 2.85
Total dust fall (paferhour) 237 5 0.70 (2.34] 1,996 4,201 6,234

LRL = laboratory reperting limit

GM = geometric mean

G50 = geometric standard deviation
pafft® — microgram per square foot
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potential area for future research. Lastly, the lead
content ol interior and exterior paint and other heavy
metals was not determined prior to demolition activi-
ties, although all the homes were old and, therefore,
highly hkely o contain lead-based pame

CONCLUSIONS

Further research is needed o determine il dust-
suppression methods such as water and cleanup are
ellective in controlling both community and occupa-
nonal exposures o metals other than lead. The use
of water to reduce dust emissions rom demalition
has been acknowledged for more than a century.”
Tjoe Nij et al. found that wetting constraction and
demolition material so that it was moist significantly
reduced the amount of respirable dust by a factor of
2.8 for workers,™ However, that study also founcd that
omly 16% of workers routinely used water 1o suppress
dust, suggesting the need for a dusisuppression man-
ager, as was the case in the EBDI protocol.’ Future
research should examine whether some types of
nozzle configurations on hoses at demolition sites do
a better job of containing dust fall and how o control
contamination from runoff, The principal method of
controlling contaminated water runoff from the site
in Baltimore was placement of sandbags over stonn
sewers to capmure lead in the water before 1t entered
the sewer, but no data were available to determine il
this method was adequate.

Large amonrts of dost contaminated with lead and
ather heavy metals are generated lrom demolition of
older housing, which is likely 1o contain lead-based
paint and other building materials with heavy metals.
Dust snppression is feasible in housing demolinon
and may also be effective for the other heavy metals
we found in demoliion dust fall. Its use is especially
imporiant in single-family housing demalition, where
distatices 1o nearby occupied housing are smaller and
community exposures are likely 1o be higher. Com-
mumnity member notification should be widened (o at
least 400 feel from the demaolinom sile, not just the
nexi-door neighbors, as is now commonly the practice
in single-family housing demaolition.

This sy was approved by the Insimaional Review Boare ol ihe
University of Winois ar Chicago.

The authers thank the community members whe gave their
time 0 be inerviewed [or this project and Vicworia Persky, Pewer
Schett, Latonya Cannen, John Bardett, and Richard Gilliam for
their assistance in project conceprualization and daa collection,
This project was supported by the ULS. Department of Housing

aned Urhan Development Grant #ILLITE 011008 and the Narional
[nstitnte of Occuparional Safery and Tlealth Gram #1427
OHGIARGT2. The views expressed in this article are these of the
authors and do not necessarily represent the views of the 115,
LOVErnInEnt,
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02. Response to Comments from Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger on behalf of Orange County
Environmental Justice, dated September 20, 2021.

02-1

02-2

The commenter incorporates its prior November 9, 2020, comment letter to the Planning
Commission, attached as Exhibit A to the comment letter. This letter from Shute, Mihaly,
and Weinberger, LLC provided comments on the General Plan Update on behalf of
Orange County Environmental Justice. The letter is dated the day of the Planning
Commission’s Public Hearing and was submitted after the public review period and
comment deadline for the 2020 Draft PEIR (September 16, 2020) and does not include
comments on the Recirculated Draft PEIR. Comments are not specific to the EIR or, in
particular, to the Recirculated Draft PEIR, and therefore responses are not required in
this Final Recirculated PEIR. The comments are forwarded to decision-makers as part of
this Final Recirculated PEIR.

The commenter states that the Recirculated Draft PEIR has not sufficiently evaluated the
GPU’s impacts on environmental justice (EJ) communities, including soil lead
contamination. CEQA requires that environmental analysis determine the impact of a
proposed project (in this case the GPU) on existing conditions. It is not the purview of
an EIR to address existing environmental issues such as air pollution and soil lead
exposures. The Recirculated Draft PEIR is required to evaluate impacts on existing
physical conditions and determine cumulative impacts.

See responses to Comments O2-2 and O2-6.

The City launched an Environmental Justice Community Outreach Campaign in the
spring of 2021 to ensure that the City’s residents were heard and included in the GPU.
The campaign included two roundtables and ten community meetings, with
representatives and local stakeholders providing ideas and feedback on tools and strategies
that could be used to effectively engage as many community members as possible. Based
on that, the City sent out meeting flyers to every address within the EJ communities of
the city, informing them of future meetings and encouraging them to participate in the EJ
survey to share their experiences and ideas to improve their quality of life. These flyers
were provided in multiple languages and mailed out two wecks prior to the meeting date.

The City collaborated with neighborhood leaders, including residents, community
organizations, and faith-based organizations, in ensuring that the meeting flyers and
surveys were sent out to members of the community, resulting in 746 surveys collected
citywide. The City actively engaged in social media outreach, including Constant Contact
email campaigns, Nextdoor notifications, Peach]ar, Facebook, Instagram, Nixle, City
Managers Newsletter, and Voiceshot. Using social media, the City reached out to
thousands of its community members—for example, 7,879 Constant Contact emails were
sent out, and 17,404 PeachJar emails were sent to parents and guardians of students in the
Santa Ana Unified School District and Garden Grove Unified School District.
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02-3

02-4

02-5

02-6

The commenter identifies issues with the adequacy of the community surveys the City
used to engage community residents on environmental justice issues, but does not
reference specific concerns related to environmental impacts that could result from
implementation of the project or the analysis within the Recirculated Draft PEIR.
However, the comment will be passed along to City decision makers as part of the Final
Recirculated PEIR.

The commenter summarizes a lead agency’s duty pursuant to CEQA to disclose, and cites
to Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 311, for the contention that
the City is “hiding behind its own failure to gather relevant data” through the use of its
“inadequate” community surveys. However, the Swundstrom case and State CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15144, 15145, and 15151 speak to the responsibility of the lead
agency for investigating the relevant environmental issues addressed in the EIR and
disclosing any and all environmental impacts of the project. Because the commenter does
not explain how the “inadequate” community surveys caused the City to not disclose all
environmental impacts, no further response is required. Moreover, as summarized above
and in the Recirculated Draft PEIR, the City engaged in extensive community outreach to
solicit public participation and raise awareness of the proposed GPU, and therefore
complied with CEQA.

The commenter identifies issues with the proposed GPU policies, but does not reference
specific concerns related to environmental impacts that could result from implementation
of the project or to the analysis in the Recirculated Draft PEIR. This comment will be
passed along to City decision makers as part of the Final Recirculated PEIR. Concerns
about soil-lead contamination and a public health action plan were addressed in the
previously circulated Final PEIR and are addressed in the updated policies of the
proposed GPU. For example, the proposed GPU adds Implementation Action CM-3.3
(Health metrics), Implementation Action S-2.4 (Lead contamination), Implementation
Action LU-3.6 (Lead paint abatement), Policy CM-3.10 (Public health), Implementation
Action 3.7 (Public health and wellness collaboration summit), and Implementation Action
3.8 (Environmental soil screening measures). No further response is required.

Please see response to Comment O2-3.

Please see response to Comment O2-3. The proposed GPU adds policies and
implementation actions geared toward helping tenants and removing potential barriers
they may face to test lead in the soil of their homes, such as Implementation Action CM-
1.7 (Rental property outreach) and Implementation Action LU-3.28 (Tenant protections).

The comment asserts that the Recirculated Draft PEIR’s analysis of impacts from
exposure to hazardous materials is not supported by substantial evidence. CEQA defines
“substantial evidence” as “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert
opinion supported by facts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15384(b)). Further, “[a]rgument,
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speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly inaccurate or
erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are

not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial
evidence” (CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a)).

Where an environmental impact report’s significance determination or conclusion is
supported by “enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other
conclusions might also be reached,” the significance determination or conclusion should

be upheld (CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a)).

The Recirculated Draft PEIR substantially expands the information regarding hazardous
materials, including lead contamination. Data has been provided within the
Environmental Setting section of Hazards (including Figure 5.8.1, Cumulative Index Scores
for Lead in Soils, and as a specific sub-section of the impact analyses. The Hazards section
of the Recirculated Draft PEIR also provides numerous updates/figures disclosing
CalEPAs CalEnviroScreen (CES) hazards-related data relative to disadvantaged
communities (environmental justice areas).

The Recirculated Draft PEIR notes that lead in soil is a persistent exposure source in the
City’s socioeconomically disadvantaged communities as a result of leaded gasoline in
vehicles, lead-based paint, and source emissions from industrial facilities (Recirculated
Draft PEIR, p. 5.8-41). As the Recirculated Draft PEIR states, because the proposed GPU
incorporates community health and related environmental hazards into the City’s long-
term planning and includes a comprehensive approach to be responsive to the community,
implementation of the GPU’ policies and implementation actions would remedy existing
lead-contaminated soil impacts and prevent any future impacts associated with new
sensitive receptors. Accordingly, the Recirculated Draft PEIR properly concluded that
impacts from the existing lead-contaminated soils is less than significant, and mitigation
is not required (Recirculated Draft PEIR, p. 5.8-42; State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4).

See response to Comment O2-6. Compliance with applicable regulatory standards can
provide a basis for determining that the project will not have a significant environmental
impact. (Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 912)) A requirement that a
project comply with specific laws or regulations may also serve as adequate mitigation of
environmental impacts in an appropriate situation. (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of
Oakland (2011) 195 Cal. App.4th 994, 906.) Unlike in Californians for Alternatives to Toxics v.
Department of Food & Agriculture (2005) 136 Cal.App.4th 1, where the lead agency did not
independently evaluate impacts of pesticides but relied solely on another agency’s
conclusion that there would be no significant impact, the analysis in the Recirculated Draft
PEIR takes into account the specific existing conditions of the potential lead
contamination in the city, looks at the potential incremental impacts of the GPU, and

appropriately determines that the policies and implementation actions of the proposed
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GPU would reduce impacts to less than significant. (See State CEQA Guidelines §
15125(a)(1): CEQA treats the environmental setting as it exists as the baseline for
evaluating the changes to the environment that will result from the project and
determining whether those environmental effects are significant.) Thus, the Recirculated
Draft PEIR properly determines that implementation of the GPU would be sufficient to
prevent significant adverse impacts from exposure to lead.

Please see responses to Comments O2-1 through O2-7.

The Recirculated Draft PEIR adequately analyzes the environmental effects of the GPU,
and the conclusions in the Recirculated Draft PEIR are supported by substantial evidence
in the record. None of the conditions requiring recirculation listed in State CEQA
Guidelines section 15088.5 have been met, and recirculation of the Recirculated Draft
PEIR is not required. None of the revisions that have been made to the Recirculated
Draft PEIR indicate new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an
environmental impact identified in the Recirculated Draft PEIR, and none of the revisions
identify a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that is considerably different
from those in the Recirculated Draft PEIR and would lessen the environmental impacts
of the GPU. Furthermore, no new information brought forward supports that the
Recirculated Draft PEIR is so fundamentally flawed that it precludes meaningful public
review.

Because none of the CEQA critetia for recirculation have been met, recirculation of the
Draft PEIR is not warranted.

The commenter’s request for the City to revise its community survey and work with
community groups to more broadly disseminate the survey to impacted residents and to
participate in additional roundtable discussion will be passed along to City decision makers
as part of the Final Recirculated PEIR. No further response is required because no
specific environmental concerns are identified in this comment.

Page 2-156

PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

LETTER O3 UCI Environmental Law Clinic on behalf of Madison Park Neighborhood Association (11
pagels])

October 2021

Page 2-157



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

Page 2-158 PlaceWWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

October 2021 Page 2-159



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

Page 2-160 PlaceWWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

October 2021 Page 2-167



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

Page 2-162 PlaceWWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

October 2021 Page 2-163



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

Page 2-164 PlaceWWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

October 2021 Page 2-165



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

Page 2-166 PlaceWWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

October 2021 Page 2-167



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

This page intentionally left blank.

Page 2-168 PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

03. Response to Comments from UCI Environmental Law Clinic on behalf of Madison Park
Neighborhood Association, dated September 20, 2021.

03-1

03-2

03-3

This comment is introductory in nature, explaining the background of Madison Park
Neighborhood Association and generally discussing comments overall. The commentet’s
prior comments made on the Draft PEIR have been addressed in the October 2020 Final
PEIR. No further response to this introductory comment is required.

The commenter states that the City has violated SB 1000 for failing to adequately
incorporate Environmental Justice community feedback into the Recirculated Draft
PEIR. SB 1000, however, is not a requirement of the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA”). Further, Appendix A-b - EJ Background Analysis of the Recirculated
Draft PEIR discusses how the proposed GPU complies with SB 1000 requirements. In
addition, Sections 2.4.1 and 2.4.2 of the Recirculated Draft PEIR summarize the extensive
outreach and engagement the City has participated in with its residents and its community
since the City’s decision to recirculate the Draft PEIR. That outreach was intended to
ensure that the community’s voice is heard and included. Although environmental justice
is not a specific CEQA issue, the related topical environmental impacts are addressed
throughout the Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft PEIR, including air quality,
greenhouse gases, hazards, noise, hydrology/water quality, public services, and utilities.
The Recirculated Draft PEIR substantially expands the review and disclosure of EJ related
impacts including health risks facing these communities (see Section 5.2, Air Quality and
Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and Recreation impacts (Section 5.15).

In accordance with CEQA, therefore, the Recirculated Draft PEIR appropriately evaluates
the potential impacts of implementing the GPU.

As stated in Response to Comment O3-2, because SB 1000 is not a CEQA requirement,
the Recirculated Draft PEIR is not required to specifically address impacts within the
specific boundaties of EJ/disadvantaged communities. The Recirculated Draft PEIR
addresses environmental justice-related impacts, such as air quality/pollution, noise, watet
quality, and public services and utilities, but not specifically for disadvantaged
communities. Pursuant to CEQA, these impacts are addressed in comparison to existing
conditions and in a city-wide, resource-based, or service-provider-boundary context.

Because the Recirculated Draft PEIR for the proposed GPU is a long-range planning
environmental document prepared at the program level (just as the GPU is a long-range
planning document), it is speculative to estimate or evaluate the potential pollution and
emission-related impacts from future, unknown projects. For the same reasons, it would
be speculative to identify certain EJ-communities where mitigation measures could be
prioritized. Chapter 5.2 of the Recirculated Draft PEIR includes a supplemental
discussion on air quality impacts to EJ communities related to development pursuant to
the proposed GPU, and lists applicable E] policies and implementation actions in the
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proposed GPU. For example, Safety Element Policy 2.3, Land Use Element Policies 3.8,
3.9, 3.11, 3.12 and Implementation Actions 3.3, 3.16, 3.23, 3.24, Conservation Element
Policy 1.5 and Implementation Actions 1.2 through 1.12, and Community Element Policy
3.2 and Implementation Actions 1.3, 3.3, and 3.5 all would reduce the exposure of
sensitive receptors in EJ communities to TACs. (See Recirculated Draft PEIR, p. 5.2-52.)

As stated in Response to Comment O3-2, because CEQA does not mandate SB 1000
compliance, the Recirculated Draft PEIR is not required to specifically address the
cumulative impacts of hazards and hazardous materials within the EJ/disadvantaged
community boundaries. Nevertheless, in response to concerns raised during the public
review period for the Draft PEIR, the City chose to recirculate Section 5.8, Hagards and
Hazardous Materials of the Draft PEIR to expand the analysis to address community
concerns. The Recirculated Draft PEIR is now supplemented with hazardous materials-
related EJ policies and implementation actions to demonstrate compliance with SB 1000.
(See Recirculated Draft PEIR, Section 5.8.4.2.)

In addition, Section 4.5 of the Recirculated Draft PEIR, Assumptions Regarding
Cumulative Impacts, describes the approach to cumulative impacts for hazards and
hazardous materials, the analysis of which is based on the geographic boundary of the
City. (See Recirculated Draft PEIR, pp. 4-16 through 4-17.)

The commenter reiterates the same comments submitted on the Draft PEIR concerning
the cumulative impacts of hazards and hazardous materials on EJ/disadvantaged
communities. Please refer to the October 2020 Final PEIR, which responds to these
comments. (See FEIR, p. 2-255.)

The commenter states that the Alternatives analysis in the Recirculated Draft PEIR is
inadequate because two of the alternatives — the 2020 RTP/SCS Consistency Alternative
and the Reduced Park Demand Alternative — do not meet most of the project objectives.
The City complied with CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 in selecting alternatives for
analysis in the Recirculated Draft PEIR. As discussed in the Recirculated Draft PEIR
Chapter 7, Alternatives to the General Plan Update,”|The discussion of alternatives shall
focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more
costly” (15126.6[b].)” (Recirculated Draft PEIR, p. 7-1.) Under these standards, an
alternative that would substantially reduce the project's significant environmental impacts
should not be excluded from the analysis simply because it would not fully achieve the
project's objectives. (Habitat & Watershed Caretakers v City of Santa Cruz (2013) 213
CA4th 1277, 1304.) The CEQA Guidelines assume that the alternatives described in an
EIR will not necessarily attain all of the project's objectives. (Watsonville Pilots Ass'n v
City of Watsonville (2010) 183 CA4th 1059, 1087.) There is no requirement that the

Page 2-170

PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

03-6

03-7

2. Response to Comments

alternatives included in an EIR satisfy every basic objective of the project. (California
Native Plant Soc'y v City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 CA4th 957, 991.)

The primary consideration in defining the project alternatives was their potential to reduce
or eliminate significant impacts of the proposed GPU, such as long-term air quality
impacts, GHG emissions, population and housing impacts, and recreation impacts directly
related to the level of development anticipated in the City (Recirculated Draft PEIR, p. 7-
9.) As explained in the Recirculated Draft PEIR, the alternatives selected for evaluation
represent a reasonable range of alternatives that have the potential to feasibly attain most
of the basic objectives of the proposed GPU, but which may avoid or substantially lessen
any of the significant effects. While the commenter suggests the City should consider
other alternatives that would meet most of the project objectives and reduce or eliminate
the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed GPU, the commenter has not
identified any such alternative; but even if one was identified, the City is not obligated to
analyze every alternative presented by the public. The Alternatives analysis in the
Recirculated Draft PEIR is consistent with the purpose of CEQA alternatives—to
evaluate the potential of a better alternative and to foster informed decision making;

The commenter restates its request that the City rank alternatives by considering one
category more important than the other. However, as addressed in the Final EIR, this
approach is contrary to CEQA and its requirement to provide an objective analysis. (See
October 2020 Final EIR, p. 2-256.) Although the commenter states that an “objective
analysis” is not a “blind analysis,” to the extent the commenter is suggesting that the City
accord more weight to certain categories based on EJ] communities, this is not what CEQA
mandates. CEQA is generally concerned with effects on the environment, not with effects
on particular persons. (Clews Land & Livestock v. City of San Diego (2017) 19
Cal.App.5th 161, 196; see also Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004)
119 Cal.App.4th 477 [EIR case holding that question under CEQA is whether project will
affect environment of persons in general, not whether particular persons will be adversely
affected].)

With respect to the commenter’s request that the City incorporate input received from the
EJ community so that the alternatives analysis reflects a more accurate representation of
the EJ community, the City has done this by recirculating the Alternatives Chapter of the
Draft PEIR after engaging in extensive outreach focusing on environmental justice and
specific community concerns raised in comments on the draft GPU and the Draft EIR.
(See Section 2.4.2, 2021 E] Community Outreach, of Recirculated Draft PEIR.)

This comment asserts that the city has not sufficiently analyzed the link between project-
related emissions and the potential health risks and believes more methodologies should
be explored. Please refer to responses AS-15 through A2-17 which address this assertion.
This comment also recommends that approval of the Recirculated Draft PEIR be delayed

until additional, meaningful methodologies to assess the increased risk to EJ communities
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from GPU implementation be implemented. Responses A2-15 through A2-17
substantiate the infeasibility of quantifying the health risks to individual communities, and
as explained in Response O3-2, CEQA does not requite analysis specific to EJ
communities and boundaries. The Recirculated Draft PEIR complies with CEQA and no
delay to explore additional methodologies are required.

Mitigation measures to reduce potential greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impacts were
identified in Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft PEIR. In addition to
the proposed GPU policies, Mitigation Measure GHG-1 commits the City to updating
their Climate Action Plan (CAP) every five years to ensure a trajectory consistent with the
GHG reduction targets of the state. The language used in the mitigation measure states
that, “The CAP update shall include the following:” ‘Shall’ carries the same weight as
‘must’ and therefore, this mitigation measure requires that the City conduct these
measures. No changes are warranted.

See response to Comment O3-8. The CAP update shall include the following:” ‘Shall’
carries the same weight as ‘must’ and therefore, this mitigation measure requires that the
City conduct these measures. The GPU does not include a Climate Action Plan (CAP).
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 also requires that the City update the CAP every five years
and include monitoring, reporting, adaptive management, and tracking tools. Despite this
mitigation measure GHG emissions impacts were identified as significant and

unavoidable. No changes are warranted to Mitigation Measure GHG-1.

See response to Comment O3-8 and O3-9. The commenter states that it may be feasible
to achieve a trajectory consistent with the state’s GHG reduction goals reducing stationary
emissions by 90 percent and using a lower significance threshold. However, the City of
Santa Ana does not have jurisdiction over stationary sources of emissions. Additionally,
the significance thresholds for air quality for jurisdictions within Southern California are
based on the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s guidance. Even if it were
possible to implement, there is no evidence that these measures alone would place
communitywide emissions in the City (which exclude stationary emissions) on a trajectory
to achieve the state’s carbon neutrality goals without parallel efforts being implemented
by the state. This is because the vast majority of these emissions are from existing mobile
sources and energy use in the City, which would be unaffected by stationary source
emissions reductions and CEQA significance thresholds for new development.

The Draft PEIR provides an appropriate and conservative evaluation of the potential
impacts of the proposed project on the environment. The Draft PEIR and the
Recirculated Draft PEIR are sufficient as an informational document. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15144 states that drafting an EIR [...] necessarily involves some degree
of forecasting, While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its
best efforts to find out and disclose all that ## reasonably can (emphasis added). Further, the
degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity

Page 2-172

PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

03-11

2. Response to Comments

involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15146). While the environmental analysis should consider a reasonable range of
environmental, economic, and technical factors, an agency is not required to engage in
speculation or conjecture and may choose to utilize numerical ranges and averages where
specific data is not available (CEQA Guidelines Section 15187). While lead agencies must
use their best efforts to find out and disclose all that they reasonably can about a project’s
potentially significant environmental impacts, they are not required to predict the future
or foresee the unforeseeable (CEQA Guidelines Section 15144). An agency need not
speculate about all conceivable impacts, but it must evaluate the reasonably foreseeable
effects of the proposed project, which has been done in the Draft PEIR and Recirculated
Draft PEIR.

This paragraph is a conclusion that broadly summarizes the commenter’s points in the
letter and thanks the City for its efforts to engage EJ communities and encourages the
City to continue such efforts. Please refer to responses to O3-1 through O3-10 for specific
responses to commenter’s comments. Because this comment does not raise specific
CEQA issues, no further response is required.
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04. Response to comments from Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger LLP on behalf of Rise Up
Willowick, dated September 20, 2021

04-1

04-2

04-3

This comment is introductory, broad and does not raise specific CEQA issues. The
CEQA-related issues raised in the commentert’s prior comment letter on the Draft PEIR
(Exhibit A) are addressed in the October 2020 Final PEIR. Exhibit B is a November 9,
2020 letter addressed to the Planning Commission and was received after the deadline for
public on the Draft PEIR (September 16, 2020). Although the subject line on this letter
references the GPU EIR, the letter focuses on the GPU and does not include any
comments specific to the adequacy of the Draft PEIR. No further response is required.

This comment is introductory and simply lists the arguments that the commenter makes
later in the letter. This response responds to those arguments below. No further response

to this introductory comment is necessary.

This comment reiterates the Open Space Element Policy (1.3) to achieve a minimum park
standard of two acres of parkland per 1,000 residents and notes inconsistent open
space/recteation acreage information between the GPU and the Recirculated Draft PEIR.
The GPU and Recirculated Draft PEIR provide information and recteation/open space
acreage data based on slightly different definitions. The Updated Draft PEIR has been
updated in track changes to correct and clarify the acreages. The revisions are shown in
track changes (see Final PEIR, Volume 11, Updated Draft PEIR, Section 5.15, Recreation).
The Open Space Element has also been updated to assure consistency.

As shown in the Updated Draft PEIR, the 515.11 total acres of park and recreation
facilities include the following: 340.21 acres of public parks, 31.78 acres of joint-use
school parks, 15.46 acres sport facilities, 11.66 acres of walking and bike trails, and 116.00
acres of open space within the Santa Ana River corridor. A comparison of the respective
acreages by category between the Updated Draft PEIR and the GPU Open Space
Element is provided in the following table:

Draft Recirculated PEIR GPU Open Space Element
Classification (acreage) (acreage) Difference

Public Parks 340.2112 357.60° (17.39)

Recreational Sports Facilities 15.46 - 15.46
(public)

Walking and Bike Trails 11.66* 14.125 (2.52)
Joint-Use School Parks 31.78 31.78 0
Santa Ana River Corridor 116.00 - 116.0

Total 515.11 403.5 111.61

L Refer to Table 5.15-2 of the Updated Draft PEIR (Volume Il of the Recirculated Final PEIR).

2Number does not include the two future parks, Raitt and Myrtle and Standard and McFadden Parks, with a total of 1.75 acres.

3 Number includes the total for Community Parks, Neighborhood Parks, Small Parks, and Specialty Parks including the two future
parks as shown in Table OS-1 of the GPU Open Space Element.

4This number was calculated using the 15.74 miles of City's Bikeways/Trails assuming an average trail width of 6 feet. The number
excludes the 3.7 miles of trails in the Santa Ana River corridor.

5 This number was calculated using the total 19.44 miles of class | bikeways/trails including the trails in the Santa Ana River corridor.
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As shown in the table, the 116 acres of open space associated with the Santa Ana River
corridor is not included in the Open Space Element since this atea is part of a regional
system of open space corridors promoted by Orange County. The Updated Draft PEIR
categorizes the Cabrillo Tennis Center, the Santa Ana Stadium, and the Civic Center Plaza
as sports facilities. The Open Space Element categorizes these three facilities as
neighborhood parks (for Cabrillo Tennis Center and the Santa Ana Stadium) and specialty
parks for the Civic Center Plaza and their total acreage of 15.46 acres is included under
the Public Parks category. The Updated DEIR also does not include the two future parks,
Raitt and Myrtle and Standards and McFadden Patks, in the exiting public park total
whereas the Open Space Element includes these two parks. The additional acreage of 1.75
acres, associated with these two parks, is added to the City’s proposed total public park
acreage. The Updated Draft PEIR also excludes the Santa Ana River trail, as noted in the
Open Space Element, from the total miles calculated for walking and biking trails since
this trail is already included in the 116 acres for the Santa Ana River corridor.

The commenter notes that the park deficit is actually greater than the City claims because
the Recirculated Draft PEIR inappropriately counts golf courses, and potentially
cemeteries as parkland. As shown in the table in Response O4-3, golf courses are not
included in the park and recreation facilities acreage total. Neither are cemeteries.
Moreovet, the Draft PEIR calculation for parkland acres/1,000 residents did not include
the Willowick Gold Course. The 102.11 golf course, however, was included in the
summary narrative for recreation facilities for the West Santa Ana Boulevard Focus Area.
The total parkland for this acreage is clarified in the Updated Draft PEIR in track changes.
The parkland acreage for this focus area without the golf course totals 8.08 acres.

This comment summarizes the arguments that commenter makes in paragraphs O4-3 and
0O4-3; as such please refer to Response to Comment O4-3 and Response to Comment
O4-4. The commenter summarizes the general legal standards regarding setting the
environmental baseline for an EIR. The commenter states that the Recirculated Draft
PEIR inflates the City’s baseline park total, making the parkland deficiency appear smaller
than it actually is.

As explained in Response O4-5, the inventory of parkland and recreation facilities for
existing conditions (baseline) for the City does not include golf courses or cemeteries. A
refinement to the numbers provided in the Draft PEIR to achieve consistency with the
GPU Open Space Element, however, does result in a decrease in the total of City
recreation (public parkland and facilities) acreage. The Recirculated Draft PEIR reflected
a total of 551.41 acres and the updated total is 525.11 acres. This changes as included in
track changes in the Updated Draft PEIR increases the baseline, existing
parkland/recreation acreage from 121.49 acres to 157.79 acres. The Update Draft PEIR
(FEIR Volume II, Table 5.15-4) updates the resultant ratio of parkland acres/ 1,000

residents. The ratio is lowered from 1.65 to 1.54.  This refinement does not prevent
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informed analysis of the GPU or alter the impact conclusion of the Recirculated Draft
PEIR which remains legally adequate.

This comment summarizes the conclusion of the Recirculated Draft PEIR that the
proposed project would result in a significant, unavoidable impacts to recreation and notes
that this is a change from the 2020 Draft PEIR that concluded that recreation impacts
would be less than significant. The summary is correct, and no further response is
required.

The commenter asserts that feasible mitigation is available to reduce the significant
Recreation impact of the proposed project. The commenter cites the Recirculated Draft
PEIR conclusions that ‘although required park fees could be sufficient to fund new parks
and improvements, there is a lack of available land and lack of land designated as Open
Space within the GPU to develop new patks....” The commenter cites the Recirculated
Draft PEIR correctly. The response to the commenters suggestion to resolve this issue is
provided in Response O4-9

The comment summarizes the requirements under CEQA for a lead agency to consider
feasible mitigation measures to lessen the significant environmental impacts of projects.
The paragraph quotes provisions of the Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines
and does not make any specific comments about the Recirculated Draft PEIR. No further
response is required.

The City concurs that parks can be created by redevelopment of existing properties. The
City has revised and supplemented implementation actions to prioritize land acquisition
and park development including the following revised IA 1.7 and new IA 1.17:

IA 1.7 Action Public parkland requirements for residential projects. Update the
Residential Development Fee Ordinance for Residential Projects to require public
parkland within a 10-minute walking distance with the City limits of the new residential
projects. Allow developers a reduction in on-site open space by giving credits for the
provision of park land for public use. . Establish a process and program to incentivize
publicly accessible open space through the coordination between two or more residential
projects (of any size) to create public parkland and open space , such as exploring housing
density bonus options..

IA 1.16 Acquisitions to meet Park Standard: Using the Park Master Plan as guidance,
identify and acquire property within the City for park and open space use which will focus
on bringing the park and recreation system to 2 acres of land per 1000 residents with a
plan to keep pace with future urban growth.

The commenter suggests that “The obvious solution is to designate more land as Open
Space in the Update” and states that the Recirculated Draft PEIR does not explain why
this is infeasible. First — redesignating land uses within the GPU is not a CEQA mitigation

October 2021

Page 2-223



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL RECIRCULATED PROGRAM EIR

CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

04-10

04-11

but a change in the proposed project. This would not fall under the purview of the EIR.
Second — designating properties with existing residential, commercial and industrial land
uses that are currently consistent with their General Plan designation as Open Space
would ‘downzone’ the property to a more restrictive, likely less economically viable land
use. This would make these uses nonconforming and potentially deprive the property
owner of a vested right (considered a ‘taking’).

The commenter also suggests increasing the parkland dedication requirement for
development projects. Increasing the parkland dedication requirement would not
eliminate the significant Recreation impact. As noted in previous responses, given the
current patk deficiency in the City, the 2 acres/1,000 resident park standard is a goal that
will be difficult to achieve given the current level of park deficiency in the City. Note,
however, that implementation of the updated policies will improve the overall ratio of
park/population over time.

This comment suggests that the Recirculated Draft PEIR be revised to add mitigation
measures to address the GPU impacts on parkland. It then references Rise Up Willowick’s
letter to the Planning Commission (Exhibit C) outlining several suggested changes to the
GPU Open Space Element. The suggestions including changing the parkland dedication
standards from two to three acres per 1,000 residents, and increasing parkland dedication
requirement for new development projects, and increasing development fees are related
to the GPU (proposed project) and policies and not to the Recirculated Draft PEIR The
City has revisited and refined the Open Space policies and implementation actions in
response to comment received on the Recirculated Draft PEIR including the updated
implementation actions included in Response O4-09. Also see Response A2-2 for new
mitigation measure and GPU policy/implementation action changes.

The limited purpose of the Recirculated Draft PEIR, as discussed on page 1-6 of the
Recirculated Draft PEIR, is to define a new project alternative, and to thoroughly discuss
and evaluate impacts related to environmental justice, including air quality, hazards, and
recreation/open space. The Draft PEIR was not recirculated to reanalyze the impacts of
the project as a whole. State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(c) permits a lead agency
to recirculate only those portions of an EIR that have been modified. Here, the City has
only recirculated the Executive Summary, Introduction, Project Description,
Environmental Setting, Air Quality, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Recreation,
Alternatives, and certain appendices.

State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(f)(2) permits a lead agency to request that
reviewers limit their comments to only the revised portions of a recirculated EIR, as was
done in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Under section 15088(f)(2), a lead agency need only
respond to comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the portions
of the EIR that were revised and recirculated. No responses to comments that have been
submitted during the recirculation period that relate to issues other than the recirculated
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portions of the Recirculated Draft PEIR are necessary. Therefore, because this comment
pertains to Population and Housing, which was not recirculated, it exceeds the scope of
the recirculated portions of the PEIR and no further response is required

Please refer to Response to Comment O4-11.
Please refer to Response to Comment O4-11.
Please refer to Response to Comment O4-11.
Please refer to Response to Comment O4-11.

The methodology for the air quality assessment in Section 5.2, Ad#r Quality, in the
Recirculated DEIR is consistent with the recommendations of the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD). See response to Comment O4-18
regarding mitigation measures.

The summary of the air quality impacts in Section 5.2, Air Quality, in the Recirculated
DEIR is noted.

The summary of the air quality impacts in Section 5.2, Air Quality, in the Recirculated
DEIR is noted.

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), mitigation measures may
specify performance standards for mitigating a significant impact when it is impractical or
infeasible to specify the specific details of mitigation during the EIR review process,
provided the lead agency commits to implement the mitigation, adopts the specified
performance standard, and identifies the types of actions that may achieve compliance
with the performance standard. In this case, the proposed project is an update to the City’s
General Plan; and thus, individual, site-specific development projects are not proposed at
this time. As a result, the mitigation measure are designed to provide the City a roadmap
to evaluate and mitigate future site-specific development. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and
AQ-2, for construction and operational criteria air pollutant impacts, respectively, lays out
clear performance standards based on thresholds identified by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District’s (South Coast AQMD).3 Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2
provide a list of types of measures that can be applied to reduce project-level emissions
below the South Coast AQMD’ significance thresholds. The measures are broad
measures across a variety of project types (e.g., residential, non-residential). The
Commenter does not identify any additional mitigation measures that would further
reduce criteria air pollutant emissions from future development projects in the City.

3 South Coast AQMD’s significance thresholds can be found on South Coast AQMD’s website:
http:/ /www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scagmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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Section 5.2, Air Qnality, in the Recirculated DEIR requires implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ-3 to reduce project-level impacts of TAC. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 ensures
that new industrial/warehouse development evaluation mobile-soutce emissions of TACs
and minimize risk below the South Coast AQMD threshold (i.c., 10 in a million cancer
risk and 1 hazard index) and requires that the health risk assessment (HRA) is prepared in
accordance with policies and procedures of the State Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment and the South Coast AQMD. The condition to prepare a HRA when
a project generates more than 100 truck trips and is within 1,000 feet of a sensitive use is
consistent with the 2005 CARB _Air Quality and 1and Use Handbook: A Conmunity Health
Perspective (CARB Handbook). Facilities that generate less than 100 trucks or that are
farther than 1,000 feet from sensitive land uses would not generate concentrations of
project-generated diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions that have the potential to
exceed the 10 in a million threshold. This mitigation measure is applicable to project-level
review of development projects; and therefore, this mitigation measure is required to be
implemented prior to the development project approval (and thus before any new
emissions are generated).

At the request of the Commenter, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 will clarify that this protocol
requires consideration of both mobile and stationary sources as part of the HRA impact
analysis and specifically identify the South Coast AQMD threshold values (see Chapter 3,
Revisions to the Draft EIR).

AQ-3 Prior to discretionary approval by the City of Santa Ana, project
applicants for new industrial or warehousing development projects that
1) have the potential to generate 100 or more diesel truck trips per day
or have 40 or more trucks with operating diesel-powered transport
refrigeration units, and 2) are within 1,000 feet of a sensitive land use
(e.g, residential, schools, hospitals, or nursing homes), as measured from
the property line of the project to the property line of the nearest
sensitive use, shall submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the City of
Santa Ana for review and approval. The HRA shall be prepared in
accordance with policies and procedures of the State Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and the South Coast Air
Quality Management District_and shall include all applicable stationary

and mobile/area source emissions generated by the proposed project at
the project site. If the HRA shows that the incremental cancer risk
and/or noncancer hazard index exceed the respective thresholds, as
established by the South Coast AQMD at the time a project is considered
(.e., 10 in one million cancer risk and 1 hazard index), the project
applicant will be required to identify and demonstrate that best available
control technologies for toxics (T-BACTS), including appropriate
enforcement mechanisms, are capable of reducing potential cancer and
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noncancer risks to an acceptable level. T-BACTSs may include, but are not
limited to, restricting idling on-site, electrifying warchousing docks to
reduce diesel particulate matter, or requiring use of newer equipment
and/or vehicles. T-BACTs identified in the HRA shall be identified as
mitigation measures in the environmental document and/or
incorporated into the site plan.

It should be noted that despite individual projects mitigating to below the South coast
AQMD threshold of 10 in a million cancer risk, cumulative impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable.

See response to Comment O4-18 and O4-20. Section 5.2, Air Quality, in the Recirculated
DEIR identifies all air quality impacts, except odors, to be significant and unavoidable.
Significant unavoidable air quality impacts include consistency of the proposed project to
the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) (Impact 5.2-1), regional and localized
construction-related air quality impacts (Impact 5.2-2 and Impact 5.2-5), regional and
localized operational phase air quality impacts (Impact 5.2-3 and Impact 5.2-5), and the
project’s cumulative contribution to cancer risk in the South Coast AQMD region (Impact
5.2-4). Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15204, 15144, and 151406, the
Recirculated DEIR provides an appropriate and conservative evaluation of the potential
impacts of the proposed project on the environment. The Recirculated DEIR is sufficient
as an informational document and the comment does not provide evidence to the
contrary.

The South Coast AQMD significance thresholds are based on the annual emissions
permitting thresholds in the US Environmental Protection Agency Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality regulation. The project-level thresholds for
criteria air pollutants identified by South Coast AQMD is the threshold that demonstrates
that new emissions emitted from the project, in conjunction with other applicable
emissions increases and decreases from existing sources, will not cause or contribute to a
violation of any applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) or PSD
increment. Consequently, the thresholds are intended for project-level review and not
necessarily general plan-level CEQA evaluations. None-the-less, the South Coast AQMD
significance thresholds were conservatively used to evaluate environmental impacts of the
proposed project. It is for this reason, the EIR references the scale of development
allowed under the proposed project compared to emissions generated by site-specific
project-level review conducted for an individual development project.

As described in response to Comment O4-18, Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2
provide a list of types of measures that can be applied to reduce project-level emissions
below the South Coast AQMD’ significance thresholds. The South Coast AQMD’s
significance thresholds are supported by substantial evidence. The Commenter does not
provide substantial evidence on use of thresholds other than those identified by the South
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Coast AQMD to evaluate air quality impacts associated with project-level development
projects. The mitigation measures require individual development projects to incorporate
measure to reduce emissions below the South Coast AQMD significance thresholds. The
measures included in the mitigation are broad measures across a variety of project types
(e.g, residential, non-residential) because the proposed project allows a variety of land use
types within the City. The Commenter does not identify any additional mitigation
measures that would further reduce criteria air pollutant emissions from future
development projects in the City.

Additional zone changes would require subsequent environmental review. The General
Plan includes policies that promote transit-oriented development and encourage transit
use and reduce emissions from transportation-related air pollution (see Policy 4.1 through
4.9, Policy 5.6, Policy 1.11, Policy 1.11 and Implementation Action 1.7 and 1.8).

Please see Response O4-19, including proposed revisions to Mitigation Measure AQ-3 as
requested to further reduce health risks.

The comment summarizes the requirements under CEQA for a lead agency to consider
feasible mitigation measures to lessen the significant environmental impacts of projects.
No response to this summary of the law is required. With respect to the air quality
mitigation measures, please refer to Responses to Comments O4-16 through O4-21.

The Draft Recirculated PEIR hazards and hazardous materials section (Section 5.8) has
been substantially supplemented to provide more detail regarding existing conditions and
to explain the impact of the proposed GPU. As appropriate the section describes the
regulatory requirements and responsible agencies that govern many potential hazards. The
Recirculated Draft PEIR provides the necessary substantiation for the less than significant
conclusion for the GPU’s impact and no further changes are necessary.

The commenter summatizes a portions of the Recirculated Draft PEIR Section 5.8
Hazards and Hazardous Materials section regarding the potential exposure of City of
Santa Ana residents to be exposed to toxic releases from industrial facilities. It restates
that the Recirculated Draft PEIRs (page 5.8-37) that “the GPU would introduce new
residential and institutional uses near existing industrial uses in EJ communities. The
previous discussion on this same page, however, provides a focus area by focus area
description of the potential for new sensitive uses to be located by industrial uses and also
describes the Industrial Flex land use designation as a buffer (not to include heavy
industrial uses). Finally, the conclusion beginning at the end of page 5.8-37 lists the
regulatory agencies that govern the use, storage, transport and disposal of hazardous
materials that would serve to mitigate potential impacts to new sensitive uses. Moreover,
as noted in previous responses, the purpose of CEQA is to evaluate the potential impact
of the project on the environment. Impacts to new, future sensitive uses are not

considered impacts on the environment. Although the subject discussion closes out the
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potential for significant hazard-related impacts to new sensitive units introduced by the
project, this is not the focus of CEQA.

The commenter states that the analysis in the Recirculated Draft PEIR cannot just rely on
existing regulations to determine that impacts from industrial facilities will be less than
significant, and that it must provide appropriate mitigation. Contrary to the commenter’s
assertion, compliance with applicable regulatory standards can provide a basis for
determining that the project will not have a significant environmental impact. (Tracy First
v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 912). A requirement that a project comply with
specific laws or regulations may also serve as adequate mitigation of environmental
impacts in an appropriate situation. (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195
Cal.App.4th 994, 9006). In Californians for Alternatives to Toxics v. Department of Food &
Agricnlture (2005) 136 Cal. App.4th 1, which the commenter cites, the lead agency did not
independently evaluate impacts of pesticides and instead relied solely on another agency’s
conclusion that there would be no significant impact. In contrast, the analysis in the
Recirculated Draft PEIR takes into account the existing conditions between industrial and
residential, recreational, and institutional uses, in particular the existing industrial land use
corridor that runs in the eastern part of the City, and the potential hazardous impacts that
come from these industrial uses. (Recirculated Draft PEIR, pp. 5.8-11 through 5.8-24; see
State CEQA Guidelines, §15125(a)(1) [CEQA treats the environmental setting as it exists
as the baseline for evaluating the changes to the environment that will result from the
project and determining whether those environmental effects are significant].)

As explained in Section 5.8.4 of the Recirculated Draft PEIR, the proposed GPU does
not introduce any general or heavy industrial uses anywhere in the city in comparison to
existing conditions. The increase in the proposed industrial designated properties is all
within the focus areas and is all designated Industrial Flex, which is being used as a means
of providing a buffer between existing industrial uses and existing residential areas. The
intent behind the Industrial Flex zone is to allow for cleaner industrial uses, including
office-industrial flex space, small-space clean manufacturing, research and development,
artist galleries, craft maker spaces and live-work spaces. Thus, the Industrial Flex zone
would not expand industrial areas in the City and would reduce the exposure to hazardous
materials and wastes for existing areas in the City that are adjacent to industrial areas.
Based on this analysis, and with implementation of the proposed GPU policies and
implementation actions that focus on existing land use compatibility issues and aim to
prevent any future impacts to sensitive receptors within E] communities, the Recirculated
Draft PEIR propetly determines that impacts associated with existing and proposed
industrial facilities would be less than significant.

Please refer to Response to Comment O4-25. As explained in Section 5.8.4 of the
Recirculated Draft PEIR, any development on or immediately adjacent to any of the
existing hazardous material sites within the City would require environmental site

assessment by a qualified environmental professional to ensure that the relevant projects
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would not disturb hazardous materials on any of the hazardous materials sites or plumes
of hazardous materials diffusing from one of the hazardous materials sites, and that any
proposed development would not create a substantial hazard to the public or the
environment. Moreover, the proposed GPU would not introduce any new stationary
industrial sources near EJ communities, and new residential and institutional uses close to
industrial facilities would be minimal. Along with the EJ requirements under SB 1000, the
Community Air Protection Program would reduce the exposure of communities most
impacted by air pollution. Accordingly, the analysis in the Recirculated Draft PEIR
appropriately determines that impacts on human exposure from the existing hazardous
waste sites would be less than significant.

This comment is a summary of the points provided in the comment letter. As included in
the detailed responses:

B The Recirculated Draft PEIR’s baseline for parks and recreation facilities does not
include golf courses or cemeteties.

B Potential measures for parkland impacts due to the project have been evaluated and
disclosed

" The displacement of low-income residents is not within the scope of this Recirculated
Draft PEIR

®  Further evaluation of mitigation measures for air quality impacts it not required.

]

The potential exposure to hazardous materials is appropriately and sufficiently
analyzed
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I1. Response to Comments from Janella Simpson, dated September 6, 2021.

11 This commenter expresses opposition to high density development in the City and notes

several concerns. None of the comments are directly related to the Recirculated Draft
EIR and no further response is required.
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I12. Response to comments from Diane Fradkin, Dated September 7, 2021

12-1 This letter includes comments and land use recommendations on the General Plan Update
but offers no comments on the Draft Recirculated PEIR. No further response is required.
The comments will be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration.

I12-Attachment 1

This letter is a comment letter submitted on the original Draft PEIR and GPU on
September 16, 2020. Please refer to Letter 120, Sana Ana General Plan Update Final PEIR,
November 2020. This document is posted on the City’s website.

I12-Attachment 2

This letter provides comments on the GPU and was submitted to the City on October 6,
2020. It predates the Recirculated Draft PEIR and does not include environmental
comments. No further response is required.
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I3. Response to Comments from Nathaniel Greensides, dated September 12, 2021.

13-1

CEQA allows two different ways to respond to comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR:

1) When an EIR is substantially revised and the entire document is recirculated, the lead
agency may require reviewers to submit new comments and, in such cases, need not
respond to those comments received during the earlier circulation petiod.

2) Or, when the EIR is only partly revised and the lead agency recirculates only the
revised chapter or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers
limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR. The
lead agency need only respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation
period that relate to chapters or portions of the document that were not revised and
recirculated, and (i) comments received during the recirculation period that relate to
the chapter of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.

Based on the limited number of chapters requiring modification, the City has decided to
only recirculate the Draft PEIR chapters that have been revised and the City is
implementing Option 2, as described above, with respect to comments received on the
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Reviewers were directed in the Recirculated Draft PEIR and the
Notice of Availability released on August 6, 2021 to only submit comments on the revised
EIR chapters included in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. The comments in the original
Final PEIR adequately address comments received on portions of the Draft PEIR that
have not been recirculated.

The commenter notes that a discussion on the City’s multimodal transportation network
is not included in the Recirculated Draft PEIR. The consistency of the GPU with adopted
programs, plans, and policies addressing the circulation system, including transit, bicycle,
and pedestrian facilities is discussed in Section 5.16, Transportation, of the Draft PEIR and
comments to the transportation section were addressed in the Final PEIR of the Draft
PEIR. The commenter should refer to these documents for a discussion of multimodal
transportation.

The recirculated air quality section does include a discussion on decreasing vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) by increasing multimodal transportation. The following GPU policies and
implementation actions promote an increase in concepts and designs that would increase
active transportation like walking and bicycling as well as use of public transit to mitigate
air quality impacts:

Land Use Element

®  Policy 1.6 Transit Oriented Development. Encourage residential mixed-use

development, within the City’s District Centers and Urban Neighborhoods, and
adjacent to high quality transit.
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B Policy 1.7 Active Transportation Infrastructure. Invest in active transportation
connectivity between activity centers and residential neighborhoods to encourage
healthy lifestyles.

® Policy 4.1 Complementary Uses. Promote complete neighborhoods by
encouraging a mix of complementary uses, community services, and people places
within a walkable area.

Urban Design Element

B Policy 1.6 Active Transportation Infrastructure. Support the creation of citywide
public street and site amenities that accommodate and promote an active

transportation-friendly environment.

" Policy 5.4 Intersections for all Travel Modes. Strengthen active transportation
connections and amenities at focal intersections to promote a pleasant and safe
experience for non-motorized forms of travel.

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

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

The methodology for the air quality assessment in Section 5.2, Adir Quality, in the
Recirculated DEIR is consistent with the recommendations of the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) and provides a quantitative analysis
of the increase in peak daily criteria air pollutant emissions associated with transportation,
energy, and area sources of emissions based on buildout of the proposed land use plan.
The City of Santa Ana is working with the Orange County Transportation Authority to
implement the OC Street Car project, anticipated to be operational in 2022, which
improve transportation connectivity to downtown Santa Ana. The General Plan also
includes policies and implementation actions to reduce vehicle trips in the City and
encourage bicycling, transit (bus and light rail), and pedestrian modes of transportation
(see Section 5.2.3.2, General Plan Update Policies and Implementation Actions).

The commenter notes that the incorporation of native plant species into development
plans should be considered to reduce the impacts on air quality from automobile traffic.
The GPU includes the following policies to include the use of trees, landscaping, parks,
open space, and urban forests, all of which could include native species, to remove air
pollutants and improve air quality.
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Urban Design Element

®  Policy 3.10 Coordinated Street Improvement Plans. Coordinate citywide

landscape medians and street trees with land use plans and development projects.

Open Space Element

B Policy 2.5 Air Quality and Heat. Coordinate park renovation and development to
address air quality and climate impacts by reducing heat island effect by providing
green infrastructure and shade, and reducing air pollution by providing vegetation that
removes pollutants and air particles.

Policy 3.5 Landscaping. Encourage the planting of native and diverse tree species
in public and private spaces to reduce heat island effect, reduce energy consumption,

and contribute to carbon mitigation.

® Implementation Action 3.5 Urban Forestry Plan. Coordinate with other City
agencies to develop, implement and maintain a citywide tree preservation ordinance
and Urban Forestry Plan for parks and open space that provides air pollution
mitigation, microclimate modification, noise reduction, and offers an area of
recreation, rest, and education.

This comment is regarding the proposed General Plan Update and does not provide a
specific comment regarding the Recirculated Draft PEIR. The comment will be forwarded
to decision-makers for consideration.
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I4. Response to Comments from Greg Camphire, dated September 13, 2021.

14-1

The purpose of CEQA and the GPU PEIR is to evaluate and disclose the potential
environmental impacts of implementing the GPU. In accordance with CEQA, the
potential environmental effects of proposed projects are compared to existing
(“baseline”) conditions. This commenter requests policies to remediate lead in soils and
also urges the City to expand blood testing related to potential exposure to contaminants.
The commenter also makes requests regarding tenant rights and potential evictions during
remediation activities. None of these issues are within the purview of CEQA and no
further response it required.

Please also refer to responses to Letter O2 (Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger, LLP on behalf
of Orange County Environmental Justice) and Letter O3 (Madison Park Neighborhood
Association/UCI Environmental Law Clinic) related to lead contaminated soils in the City
of Santa Ana.
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I5. Response to Comments from Dale Helvig, dated September 20, 2021.

Intro

15-1

15-2

The commenter notes that the goal of the GPU, per the City’s website, is to provide long-
term policy direction and communicate the vision, values, and goals for Santa Ana’s
physical development, fiscal and environmental sustainability, and overall quality of life.
No response is required.

The commenter notes that the neighborhoods of Maybury Park and Grand Sunrise north
of the I-5 were omitted from the EJ discussion and references page A-b-10 of Appendix
A-b, EJ Background Analysis. These two neighborhoods are in Census Tract 6059075403.
Page A-b-10 shows the results of CalEnviroScreen (CES) 3.0. CES generates a composite
score that assesses disproportionate impacts on California communities. It uses 21
indicators organized across four categories—pollution exposure, environmental effects,
sensitive populations, and socioeconomic factors. These categories are summed into two
primary metrics—pollution burden and population characteristics—which CES multiplies
to arrive at the CES composite score. The results for each census tract are then measured
against every other census tract in California. The outcome is a scale that sorts census
tracts from the least impacted to the most impacted as a ranked percentile. Those ranked
in the top 25 percent are a disadvantaged or environmental justice community. Census
Tract 6059075403 has a CES percentile of 73 percent and is therefore not a disadvantaged
community.# Per CES 4.0, Census Tract 6059075403 has a CES score of 64 percent.>

The limited purpose of the Recirculated Draft PEIR, as discussed on page 1-6 of the
Recirculated Draft PEIR, is to define a new project alternative, and to thoroughly discuss
and evaluate impacts related to environmental justice, including air quality, hazards, and
recreation/open space. The Draft PEIR was not recirculated to reanalyze the impacts of
the project as a whole. State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(c) permits a lead agency
to recirculate only those portions of an EIR that have been modified. Here, the City has
only recirculated the Executive Summary, Introduction, Project Description,
Environmental Setting, Air Quality, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Recreation,
Alternatives, and certain appendices.

State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(f)(2) permits a lead agency to request that
reviewers limit their comments to only the revised portions of a recirculated EIR, as was
done in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Under section 15088(f)(2), a lead agency need only
respond to comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the portions
of the EIR that were revised and recirculated. No responses to comments that have been
submitted during the recirculation period that relate to issues other than the recirculated
portions of the Recirculated Draft PEIR are necessary. Therefore, because this comment

4 California Open Data Pottal. June 2018. CalEnviroScreen 3.0 Results.https:/ /data.ca.gov/dataset/ calenvitroscreen-3-0-
results/resource/89b3f4e9-0bf8-4690-8c6f-715a717f3fae

5 California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. 2021. Draft CalEnviroScreen 4.0.
https://oehha.ca.gov/ calenviroscreen/report/draft-calenviroscreen-40.
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pertains to Population and Housing, which was not recirculated, it exceeds the scope of
the recirculated portions of the PEIR and no further response is required

The commenter states that the Draft Recirculated PEIR does not address the impact that
the lack of parkland will have on the physical, social, mental and economic well-being of
Santa Ana. Economic and social effects are not the purview of CEQA which focuses on
potential impacts to the physical environment (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15131,
Economic and Social Effects). Typically social and economic benefits are only evaluated in
CEQA to the degree that these impacts could indirectly result in physical impacts.

The commenter questions the accuracy and categorization of parkland acreages in the
Draft Recirculated PEIR, particularly in light of policy requirements in the GPU Open
Space Element. Please refer to Response O4-3 for a detailed description and comparison
of parks, recreation facilities and open space and their respective categorization and
acreages in the Open Space Element and the Recirculated Draft PEIR.

This commenter also asserts that the GPU “has an increase of zero acres” of parkland.
This is incorrect. The GPU includes numerous policies to improve and expand recreation
facilities and develop new parkland, and in accordance with the Quimby Act, the City’s
municipal code (Chapters 34 Article VIII, and 35, Article IV) requires the dedication of
land or the payment of fees in lieu thereof, or a combination of both, for park or
recreational purposes as a condition to the approval of a tentative map or parcel map.

This comment states that too much emphasis is being placed on the focus areas and not
enough on the rest of the City. This comment does not provide any specific comment on
the Draft Recirculated PEIR and therefore no response is required.
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