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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the environmental impacts of the proposed
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP) Project (Project) for the City of Fountain
Valley (City), California. The EIR was prepared by Amec Foster Wheeler Environment &
Infrastructure, Inc. (Amec Foster Wheeler) in cooperation with City staff.
The purpose of the proposed FVCSP is to provide the City, community, property owners, and
businesses with a guide for future development within the approximately 162 acres of light
industrial/commercial uses in the southeastern portion of the City (Project area). The FVCSP
would promote reinvestment with a mix of uses including residential, retail, and office uses while
providing facility and streetscape improvements that encourage community connectivity and
gathering. The FVCSP would guide future reuse of the existing industrial business park,
addressing the type, location, intensity, and design of mixed-use buildings, as well as
transportation and public infrastructure improvements.
The FVCSP includes policy and program components to address proposed building form,
height, development standards and strategies for open space, community benefits, and
circulation. The intent of the FVCSP is to set development standards, preservation strategies,
circulation and other public service improvements, and implementation strategies to guide
development, which would enhance the physical attractiveness, community value, and
functionality of the Project area.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
Section 15124(b) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires a
project description to contain a statement of a project’s objectives and Section 15124(b)
requires that the statement of objectives includes the underlying purpose of the project. The
FVCSP includes proposed standards, strategies, and policies guided by the following concepts
established by the City and developed through the FVCSP’s community outreach:
•

•

•

Plan Comprehensively: While recognizing largely built-out conditions, enable new public
and private investment for continual growth and development for a distinct Project area
with centers, street patterns, and local identity, maintaining the City’s historic leadership
in proactive planning.
Capture Value: Plan the Project area to anticipate workplace, retail and housing trends,
allowing for transition over time in relation to market realities. In the long-term, allow for
office users that seek I-405 visibility and access to attract high-value employment,
strengthen the City’s image, and build on the presence of major workplace investments
in the Project area.
Develop a New Activity Center: Enable and promote new investment that supports a
successful district cluster of experiential retail, dining, and entertainment activity in the
district. By creating a “place to go” for district workers and the larger community, help to
provide attractive retail and services.
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•

•

•

•

•

Support Existing Businesses: Upgrade the district for businesses and workers through
new lunchtime and after-work retail destinations, improved pedestrian, bike and transit
facilities, enhanced landscaping, and modernized infrastructure.
Protect Adjacent Neighborhoods: Ensure that new development adjacent to existing
residential neighborhoods is shaped in scale and character for compatibility, including
improvements to the streetscape aesthetic and functional use.
Growth with City Assets: Considering the district’s proximity to neighboring and regional
concentrations of workplace areas extending toward John Wayne Airport, major retail
concentrations, hospitals, institutions, and the presence of the Santa Ana River Trail,
build on the available access and visibility to grow a vital and attractive urban district.
The district would support a mix of workers, customers, city residents, pedestrians,
transit riders, and visitors.
Help Satisfy Unmet Housing Demand: In formats and locations compatible with
workplace settings, enable housing development that helps meet demand for those who
prioritize close proximity to shopping, dining, entertainment, and work.
Improve Multi-modal Mobility: While continuing to improve motor vehicle access and
maintaining minimum community mobility standards, evolve the street network into more
pedestrian, transit and bicycle friendly “Complete Streets” to better connect within the
district and link it with the City’s bike and transit network, the Santa Ana River Trail, and
surrounding districts and neighborhoods.

PROJECT OVERVIEW
The Project consists of the proposed adoption of the FVCSP and associated Zoning Ordinance
amendments. The proposed FVCSP would establish the framework to guide future development
and redevelopment within the Project area. Consistent with the Project Objectives identified
above, the FVCSP would:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Implement the vision, goals, and policies established in the City General Plan.
Replace previous land use and development regulations per Section 21.12.020
contained within the Fountain Valley Municipal Code for the Project area with those
detailed within the FVCSP Development Code, to guide all future building and
redevelopment projects.
Describe the intended FVCSP physical changes to encourage new investment and
achieve both private and public interests within the unique Project area.
Ultimately build greater value than separate projects may achieve, by embodying a
common purpose that investors can rely upon, contribute to, and derive value from.
Overlay zones to alter allowable urban form requirements (building height, setbacks,
etc.) within various designated blocks.
Establish an Activity Center and spaced Activity Clusters to facilitate district connectivity,
quality of life, and recapture retail and services opportunities.
Establish areas to enable housing for up to 491 residential units.

The FVCSP would regulate urban form of new development, including building height, mass,
and form, through development standards for future projects within the Project area. The
ES-2
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proposed land use plan for the Project area would allow retail, residential, and general office
land uses to enhance the area’s role as a City center for business, entertainment, and
community benefits within a more pedestrian and bicycle friendly environment. The FVCSP
delineates four Districts to organize the development standards within the Project area. These
include the Activity Core, Workplace Neighborhood, Workplace Gateway Segment, and Mixed
Industry Districts. Implementation of the FVCSP and the four distinct Districts would provide
community benefits such as road connectivity, transitional buffer areas, open space, and office
and industrial growth. Additionally, as part of the regulating plan, the FVCSP would also provide
urban design standards that address building setbacks, building façade setbacks, upper level
floor limitations, and maximum building widths and separation between massing elements.
The FVCSP would also likely require projects that wish to reduce the necessary minimum
parking requirements to prepare a transportation demand management plan as further
described in Section 2.4.2, and coordinated with the Transportation Management Association.
The FVCSP’s primary components and programs are organized into three “Books”, summarized
in Table ES-1.
Table ES-1.
Book Number
Book 1

Book 2

Book 3

FVCSP Primary Components and Programs
Book Title

Book Information

Community Intent

Outlines the necessity for the FVCSP community
objectives, revitalization strategy, and the envisioned future
district.

Development Code

Governs all private development actions proposed for
properties within the Project area, used to evaluate
development projects, improvement plans, and zoning
clearance applications.

City Actions

Details revitalization and ongoing capital improvements,
supported by community action and investment programs.
Initiatives to improve streetscape, circulation, and public
facilities are described.

Full implementation of the FVCSP is expected to occur through construction of both private
developments and public improvements scheduled by the City. The FVCSP sets forth allowable
development over a reasonable time horizon (20 years) and includes policies and development
standards to reduce or avoid impacts due to development and set reasonable caps on
development capacity based on the magnitude of the impacts and mitigation efforts. The Project
area contains approximately 3,089,758 sf of industrial and commercial development; the
FVCSP would enable an estimated net increase of 258,010 sf of such land use development as
well as 491 residential units. The FVCSP outlines 11 distinct blocks within the Project area that
would experience varied levels of buildout reduction or growth.
Under proposed FVCSP standards, future buildings would generally be from one to four stories
in height with associated street trees and public improvements (e.g., sidewalk, parking). The
most prevalent types of development would be office and industrial-use buildings with
pedestrian-friendly streetscapes. However, worker-serving uses, such as restaurants and
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commercial services, would also be permitted and encouraged throughout the Project area via
an Activity Core and potential Activity Clusters. Taller structures of up to six stories would be
conditionally permitted, and pending development projects that exceed or amend the
parameters of the proposed FVCSP would be subject to separate and/or concurrent
environmental review processes in accordance with the CEQA.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
Notice of Preparation/Scoping
As a first step in complying with the procedural requirements of CEQA, the City performed a
public scoping process consistent with Section 15083 of the CEQA Guidelines. The public was
provided an opportunity to comment on the scope of the EIR through a Notice of Preparation
(NOP) released on October 9, 2015, which was distributed to federal, state, county, and City
agencies, neighborhood groups, and owners and occupants in the Project vicinity. The City also
held a Public Scoping Meeting on October 28, 2015, and public comments were received until
November 16, 2015 (CEQA Guidelines §15082). The scoping process assisted the City in
determining if any aspect of the FVCSP may cause a significant effect on the environment and,
based on that determination, to narrow the focus (or scope) of the subsequent environmental
analysis. Comments received during the NOP comment period were considered during EIR
preparation and are included in Appendix B.

Summary of Project Impacts
This EIR examines potential short- and long-term impacts of the proposed FVCSP. These
impacts were determined through a rigorous process mandated by CEQA in which existing
conditions are compared and contrasted with conditions that would exist once the FVCSP is
implemented. For each impact section, thresholds for determining impact significance are
identified along with descriptions of methodologies used for conducting the impact analysis.
Determinations of impact significance levels in the EIR are made based on City impact
significance guidelines and criteria for each impact topic, including Appendix F and Appendix G
of the CEQA Guidelines. For some resource areas, such as air quality, transportation, and
noise, the analysis of impacts are more quantitative in nature and involve the comparison of
effects against a numerical threshold. For other resource areas, such as aesthetics and visual
resources and land use, the analyses of impacts are inherently more qualitative, involving the
consideration of a variety of factors, such as City policies.
The EIR impact discussions classify impact significance levels as:
•

Significant and Unavoidable - a significant impact to the environment that remains
significant even after mitigation measures are applied;

•

Less Than Significant with Mitigation - a significant impact that can be avoided or
reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation;
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•

Less Than Significant - a potential impact that would not meet or exceed the identified
thresholds of significance for the resource area;

•

No Impact – no impact would occur for the resource area; and

•

Beneficial – a potential impact that would improve the resource area.

The significance of each impact resulting from implementation of the FVCSP has been
determined based on impact significance criteria and applicable CEQA Guidelines for each
resource area. Table ES-2 presents a summary of the impacts, mitigation measures, and
residual impacts from implementation of the FVCSP. In summary, the FVCSP would result in
potentially significant and unavoidable adverse impacts to Circulation and Traffic (see Section
3.11 Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic).
The EIR also includes analysis of three alternatives, including a No Project Alternative, in
compliance with CEQA. These alternatives include:
•

Alternative #1 – No Project (Existing Adopted General Plan) Alternative;

•

Alternative #2 – No Housing Alternative; and

•

Alternative #3 – Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative.

Table ES-3 provides a comparison of these alternatives.

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts that
cannot be avoided, even with implementation of feasible mitigation measures. The FVCSP
would result in significant and unavoidable long-term operational Project impacts to
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic. Five of the study intersections would be significantly
impacted by the Project under existing and cumulative conditions before mitigation, including
Intersection #12 (Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington Street), Intersection #13 (MacArthur
Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard), Intersection #15 (Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound
I-405 Ramps), and #18 (Ellis Avenue & Ward Street), Intersection #19 (Ellis Avenue/Euclid
Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps). Mitigation measures were developed for Intersections #12,
#15, #18, and #19 that would reduce the impact to less than significant upon implementation.
However, because implementation of mitigation measures for Intersections #15 and #19 are
under the control of other public agencies, it was determined that there would be temporary
significant and unavoidable impacts at Intersections #15 and #19 until these improvements are
implemented. Mitigation Measures for Intersection #13 were determined to be infeasible.
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RESOURCE AREAS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT
CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 requires a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various
possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and, therefore, are
not discussed in detail in the EIR. These environmental issue areas were analyzed against the
criteria as presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The resource areas are as
follows: Agriculture and Forestry, Biology, Cultural, Minerals, and Recreation. Other individual
criteria in other resource areas were determined to be less than significant and did not require
additional review. Additional information is provided in the Initial Study, which was included as
Appendix A to the Draft EIR.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR identify the Environmentally Superior
Alternative to the proposed project from among the alternatives analyzed. If the No Project
Alternative is found to be environmentally superior alternative, the EIR also identifies an
Environmentally Superior Alternative from among the other alternatives. Table 5-16 provides a
summary comparison of the likely environmental impacts of the three alternatives with those of
the Project. Per CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(d), “The EIR shall include sufficient information
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the
proposed project.”
None of the alternatives analyzed (other than the No Project Alternative) were found to reduce
any significant and unavoidable impact to a less than significant level; furthermore, no impact
classifications change between alternatives analyzed. The No Project Alternative is eliminated
from consideration as the Environmentally Superior Alternative as this alternative would not
meet any of the key Project Objectives. The Environmentally Superior Alternative for the Project
is identified as the Project. On balance, the Project meets more key Project Objectives than the
No Housing Alternatives, while it results in less impacts to the environment than the Intensified
Office and Residential Buildout Alternative. Although, the Intensified Office and Industrial
Buildout Alternative would also meet most of the Project Objectives, it would result in greater
impacts to Air Quality, GHG Emissions, Land Use, Population and Housing, Transportation, and
Utilities due to greater development densities. The Lead Agency retains the authority to identify
the Environmentally Superior Alternative based on the evidence in the EIR, agency and public
input, Lead Agency standards and policies, and the Lead Agency’s independent decisionmaking.
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Residual Impact

Aesthetics and Visual Resources
VIS-1: The Project would not block or diminish public
views of a scenic vista or views of scenic resources
from a designated state scenic highway or block and
diminish public views of an existing scenic vista.
Therefore, no impacts would occur.

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

VIS-2: Implementation of the Project could result in
impacts to visual resources with future development.
Existing City regulation as well as the design
standards in the FVCSP would ensure that impacts
to visual resources would be less than significant.

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

VIS-3: Implementation of the Project would gradually
alter the existing visual quality and character of the
Project area through increases in land use density
and the replacement of existing one- to two-story
structures and/or surface parking areas with new
multi-story buildings up to four-stories high, and in
some cases up to six-stories. However, impacts on
visual character and quality would be less than
significant.

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

VIS-4: Construction activities resulting from
implementation of the Project would temporarily
create impacts to the visual character of the Project
area. Due to the temporary nature of construction,
impacts would be less than significant.

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

VIS-5: Implementation of the Project would create a
new source of light or glare. However, light and glare
levels would not adversely affect daytime or
nighttime views in the area. Impacts would be less
than significant.

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Residual Impact

Air Quality
AQ-1: The Project would result in potentially
significant short-term construction-related air quality
impacts from dust and air pollutant emissions
generated by grading and construction equipment
operation (Less than Significant).

ES-8

Less Than Significant

No mitigation required.
Recommended MM AQ-1a. Prior to issuance of any
Grading Permit, the City Engineer and the Chief
Building Official shall confirm that the Grading Plan,
Building Plans, and specifications stipulate that, in
compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, excessive
fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by regular
watering or other dust prevention measures, as
specified in the SCAQMD’s Rules and Regulations.
In addition, SCAQMD Rule 402 requires
implementation of dust suppression techniques to
prevent fugitive dust from creating a nuisance offsite.
Implementation of the following measures would
reduce short-term fugitive dust impacts on nearby
sensitive receptors:
• All active portions of the construction site
shall be watered every three hours during
daily construction activities and when dust is
observed migrating from the Project area to
prevent excessive amounts of dust;
• Pave or apply water every three hours during
daily construction activities or apply non-toxic
soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads,
parking areas, and staging areas. More
frequent watering shall occur if dust is
observed migrating from the site during site
disturbance;
• Any onsite stockpiles of debris, dirt, or other
dusty material shall be enclosed, covered, or
watered twice daily, or non-toxic soil binders
shall be applied;
• All grading and excavation operations shall
be suspended when wind speeds exceed 25

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

Executive Summary

Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

Mitigation Measure
miles per hour;
• Disturbed areas shall be replaced with
ground cover or paved immediately after
construction is completed in the affected
area;
• Gravel bed trackout aprons (3 inches deep,
25 feet long, 12 feet wide per lane and
edged by rock berm or row of stakes) shall
be installed to reduce mud/dirt trackout from
unpaved truck exit routes;
• Onsite vehicle speed shall be limited to 15
miles per hour;
• All onsite roads shall be paved as soon as
feasible, watered twice daily, or chemically
stabilized;
• Visible dust beyond the property line which
emanates from the Project shall be
prevented to the maximum extent feasible;
• All material transported offsite shall be either
sufficiently watered or securely covered to
prevent excessive amounts of dust prior to
departing the job site;
• Reroute construction trucks away from
congested streets or sensitive receptor
areas;
• Track-out devices shall be used at all
construction site access points; and
• All delivery truck tires shall be watered down
and/or scraped down prior to departing the
job site.
Recommended MM AQ-1b. All trucks that are to haul
excavated or graded material onsite shall comply
with State Vehicle Code Section 23114 (Spilling
Loads on Highways), with special attention to

Residual Impact
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure
Sections 23114(b)(F), (e)(4) as amended, regarding
the prevention of such material spilling onto public
streets and roads. Prior to the issuance of grading
permits, the Applicant shall demonstrate to the City
Engineer how the project operations subject to that
specification during hauling activities shall comply
with the provisions set forth in Sections 23114(b)(F),
(e)(4).

Residual Impact

Recommended MM AQ-1c. The following measures
shall be implemented by the contractor to reduce
VOC emissions resulting from application of
architectural coatings:
• Use high-pressure-low-volume (HPLV) paint
applicators with a minimum transfer
efficiency of at least 50 percent;
• Use zero VOC-emission paint, such as
Benjamin Moore Natura Paint (Odorless,
Zero VOC Paint).
Recommended MM AQ-1d. Prior to issuance of any
Grading Permit, the City Engineer and the Chief
Building Official shall confirm that the Grading Plan,
Building Plans, and specifications stipulate that, in
compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, O3 precursor
emissions from construction equipment vehicles shall
be controlled by maintaining equipment engines in
good condition and in proper tune per manufacturer’s
specifications, to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer. Maintenance records shall be provided to
the City by the construction contractor on a monthly
basis. The City Inspector shall be responsible for
ensuring that contractors comply with this measure
during construction.

ES-10

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

Executive Summary

Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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Mitigation Measure
Recommended MM AQ-1e. The following measures
shall be implemented during construction to
substantially reduce NOx related emissions. They
shall be included in the Grading Plan, Building Plans,
and contract specifications. Contract specification
language shall be reviewed by the City prior to
issuance of a grading permit.
• Off-road diesel equipment operators shall be
required to shut down their engines rather
than idle for more than five minutes, and
shall ensure that all off-road equipment is
compliant with the CARB in-use off-road
diesel vehicle regulation and SCAQMD Rule
2449.
• Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel
haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and
soil import/export) and if the Lead Agency
determines that 2010 model year or newer
diesel trucks cannot be obtained, the Lead
Agency shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007
model year NOx emissions requirements.
• The contractor and Applicant, if the
Applicant’s equipment is used, shall maintain
construction equipment engines by keeping
them tuned and regularly serviced to
minimize exhaust emissions.
• Use low sulfur fuel for stationary construction
equipment. This is required by SCAQMD
Rules 431.1 and 431.2.
• Utilize existing power sources (i.e., power
poles) when available. This measure would
minimize the use of higher polluting gas or
diesel generators.
• Configure construction parking to minimize
traffic interference.

Residual Impact
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact
•

•
•

•

AQ-2: The Project would result in potentially
significant long-term operation-related air quality
impacts generated by area, energy, and mobile
emissions (Less than Significant).

ES-12

Mitigation Measure
Minimize obstruction of through-traffic lanes
and provide temporary traffic controls such
as a flag person during all phases of
construction when needed to maintain
smooth traffic flow. Construction shall be
planned so that lane closures on existing
streets are kept to a minimum.
Schedule construction operations affecting
traffic for off-peak hours to the best extent
when possible.
Develop a traffic plan to minimize traffic flow
interference from construction activities (the
plan may include advance public notice of
routing, use of public transportation and
satellite parking areas with a shuttle service).
Construction-related equipment, including
heavy-duty equipment, motor vehicles, and
portable equipment, shall be turned off when
not in use for more than five minutes.

Residual Impact

Less Than Significant

No mitigation required.
Recommended MM AQ-2. The Applicant shall
include the following measures and indicate them on
the Development Plan and building plans prior to
acceptance of the final Development Plan and
recordation of the Vesting Tract Map (VTM). City
staff shall ensure these measures are indicated on
the plans, and City building inspectors shall ensure
compliance after completion of the Project.
• Water Conservation Strategy: The Applicant
shall install fixtures with the EPA
WaterSense Label. The Project shall install
drip, micro, or fixed spray irrigation on all
plants other than turf, also including the EPA
WaterSense Label.
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact
•

•

•

•

Mitigation Measure
Solid Waste Reduction: The Applicant shall
institute recycling and composting services to
achieve a 75 percent reduction in waste
disposal, and use waste efficient
landscaping.
Fugitive Dust Reduction: The Applicant shall
replace ground cover of at least 70 percent
of area disturbed in accordance with CARB
Rule 403.
Area Mitigation: The Applicant shall ensure
that only natural gas hearths are installed in
any residential units, low VOC cleaning
supplies are used, and zero VOC-emission
paint is used during repainting.
Energy Mitigation: The Applicant shall ensure
that all buildings exceed Title 24 with a 25
percent improvement, and that high
efficiency lighting with a 25 percent reduction
in lighting energy is installed in all buildings.

Residual Impact

AQ-3: Implementation of the Project would not
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

AQ-4: Emissions from operation of the Project could
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase to
certain criteria pollutants for which the Project region
is in nonattainment (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

AQ-5: The Project has the potential to expose
sensitive land uses (e.g. residential units) to
substantial pollution concentrations (Less than
Significant with Mitigation).

MM AQ-5a. Health Risk Assessment (HRA):
Development of a proposed sensitive land use within
500 feet of I-405 or the development of a distribution
center, rail yard, refinery, chrome plater, dry cleaning
operation, or large gas station near a sensitive land
use shall prepare a site-specific HRA prior to
developing such land uses as a way to more
accurately evaluate the risk. The HRA for air quality
and “hot spots” of air pollutions shall be prepared

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure
consistent with CalEPA’s Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment’s A Guide to Health Risk
Assessment and The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program
Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk
Assessments (HRAs) to aid California projects’
compliance with the 1987 “Hot Spots” Act. The HRA
shall identify the hazard or hazardous material,
assess the amount, duration, and pattern of
exposure to the hazard or hazardous material,
assess the amount it would take to cause negative
health effects, and characterize the risk to general
population and sensitive receptors from the hazard or
hazardous material. The HRA shall be reviewed and
approved by the City Planning and Building
Department prior to approval of development permits
for land uses that include or potentially affect
sensitive populations.

Residual Impact

MM AQ-5b. Interior Air Quality Protection:
Development of a proposed sensitive land use within
500 feet of I-405 and/or within 100 feet of an
intersection operating or projected to operate at
Level of Service (LOS) E or F shall include heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) infrastructure
within the building to circulate and purify outdoor air
sources sufficiently to reduce Toxic Air Contaminants
(TACs), such as diesel particulate matter and vehicle
emissions. HVAC control systems shall include
particulate filters that have a minimum efficiency
reporting value (MERV) of 15 as indicated by the
American Society of Heating Refrigerating and Air
Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) Standard 52.2.
The proposed HVAC system shall be reviewed and
approved by the City Planning and Building
Department prior to approval of a development
permit. Monitoring and maintenance of HVAC
ES-14
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure
systems and particulate filters shall be conducted by
the Applicant on a semiannual basis to ensure
efficiency of the system for development permits
involving land uses that include or potentially affect
sensitive populations.

Residual Impact

MM AQ-5c. Placement of Air System Intake: When
considering placement and direction of air intakes,
the direction of prevailing winds shall be considered
and the most logical decision shall be made. Design
of the proposed development shall face air systems
intakes appropriately, so as to reduce highly
concentrated air pollution intake, considering
placement on the opposite side of the building from
the pollutant source. Development and HVAC system
design shall be reviewed and approved by the City
Planning and Building Department prior to issuance
of a building permit. Monitoring and maintenance of
HVAC systems and air intakes shall be conducted by
the Applicant on a semiannual basis to ensure
efficiency of the system for development permits
involving land uses that include or potentially affect
sensitive populations.
MM AQ-5d. Vegetation Barriers: The Applicant of
development permits involving land uses that include
or potentially affect sensitive populations shall
consider the installation of vegetation barriers that
disrupt pollutant dispersal, absorb carbon based
particulates, or reduce air pollutant concentrations
during design of the proposed development.
Vegetation barriers shall be chosen and installed
where most appropriate to provide additional
reduction of onsite air pollutant concentrations, while
providing an aesthetically pleasing natural barrier.
The vegetation types chosen should shall be
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure
appropriate for the location, including water
requirements, non-invasive species, and aesthetic
quality. Development designs and vegetative
screening shall be reviewed and approved by the
City Planning and Building Department prior to
approval of a development permit. Plans for the
maintenance of landscaping and vegetation barriers
shall be made by the Applicant to ensure efficiency of
vegetation barriers and maintain the visual quality of
onsite landscape design.

Residual Impact

MM AQ-5e. Reduced Number of Openable Windows
Facing I-405: During the preliminary design process,
the Applicant of development permits involving land
uses that include sensitive populations shall reduce
the number of openable windows facing the I-405.
The reduction in number of openable windows facing
the pollutant source will reduce potential exposure of
harmful vehicle pollutants, as well as reduce potential
contamination of interior air quality. Careful
consideration of the location of openable and unopenable windows, prevailing wind direction and
daylighting shall be made during design of the
development so as not to substantially diminish
comfortability and livability of the residential
development or other sensitive receptor.
Development and building design shall be reviewed
and approved by the City Planning and Building
Department prior to approval of a development
permit.
MM AQ-5f. Development Design, Siting, and
Setbacks: Where appropriate, the Applicant of land
uses that include sensitive populations shall develop
the site such that open spaces (i.e., walkways, alley
ways, streetways, and other non-sensitive open
ES-16

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

Executive Summary

Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

AQ-6: Implementation of the Project could create
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people (Less than Significant).

Mitigation Measure
space land uses) are placed closest to the I-405,
increasing the distance of sensitive receptors from
the pollutant source. The setback of sensitive
receptors remains the most certain method for
reducing health risk from traffic pollution exposure.
Development and site design shall be reviewed by
the City Planning and Building Department prior to
approval of a development permit.

Residual Impact

No mitigation required

Less Than Significant

GEO-1. The Project would not expose people or
structures to potential substantial adverse effects
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong
seismic ground shaking, expansive soils, or seismicrelated ground failure (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

GEO-2. Implementation of the Project could result in
the construction of new structures and exposure of
new land uses to areas with a high risk for
liquefaction and/or subsidence (Less than
Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

No mitigation required.
MM AQ-1a through AQ-1e shall apply.

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
GHG-1: The Project would generate GHG emissions
from both mobile and operational sources, as well as
short-term GHG emissions from construction that
could have a significant effect on the environment
(Less than Significant with Mitigation).

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

MM GHG-1. The Project shall include, but not be
limited to, the following measures. These measures
shall be incorporated into the Project design and
plans to ensure consistency with adopted statewide
plans and programs. The Applicant shall
demonstrate the incorporation of Project design
features prior to the issuance of building permits and
ES-17
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

ES-18

Mitigation Measure
acceptance of the Development Plan by the City.
Transportation
• To the greatest extent feasible, ensure new
development within the Project area
implements City programs to reduce GHG
emissions, including requiring preparation of
transportation demand management (TDM)
plans for new development, which provide
incentives to employees to carpool/vanpool,
use public transportation, telecommute, walk,
bike, as well as other approaches to reduce
vehicle trips. Further, priority parking shall be
assigned for car- and van-pooling
employees, as supported by the City’s TDM
program requirements.
• Provide pedestrian connections to the offsite
circulation network.
• Provide amenities for non-motorized
transportation (i.e., secure bicycle storage,
changing rooms, and showers).
• Limit idling time for commercial vehicles,
including delivery and construction vehicles.
Energy Efficiency
• Design buildings to be energy efficient, 25
percent above Title 24 requirements.
• Install light colored “cool” roofs and cool
pavements, and strategically placed shade
trees.
• Install high efficiency lighting (25 percent
reduction in lighting energy), and energy
efficient heating and cooling systems.
• Reduce unnecessary outdoor lighting.
Area Efficiency
• Install natural gas hearths.

Residual Impact
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure
Use low VOC cleaning supplies.
Use zero VOC paint for architectural
coatings.
Water Conservation and Efficiency
• Install water-efficient irrigation systems.
• Utilize reclaimed and grey water for both
indoor and outdoor uses.
• Comply with Municipal Code Section
21.20.050, Landscape Standards.
• Install water-efficient fixtures (e.g. faucets,
toilets, showers).
Solid Waste
• Reuse and recycle construction and
demolition waste (including, but not limited
to: soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal,
and cardboard).
• Provide interior and exterior storage areas
for recyclables and adequate recycling
containers located in public areas.
• Institute recycling and composting services
to reduce 75 percent of waste.

Residual Impact

•
•

GHG-2: The Project would not conflict with any
applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
GHGs (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

MM HAZ-1. Phase I ESA. Prior to demolition of a
building or structure and/or excavation of subsurface
improvements, project applicants of site specific
development projects in the Project area shall
prepare a Phase I ESA. Consistent with local, state
and federal regulations, the Phase I ESA shall be
subject to City review and address the following:

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
HAZ-1: Demolition and construction activities
associated with the Project could create hazards to
the public and environment through the release of
hazardous building materials and hazardous
materials or waste within the existing buildings onsite
(Less than Significant with Mitigation).
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure
ACM, LBP, and PCBs. Prior to the issuance of any
demolition or excavation permit, the Applicant shall
conduct a comprehensive survey of ACM, LBP, and
PCBs. If such hazardous materials are found to be
present, the Applicant shall follow all applicable local,
state, and federal codes and regulations, as well as
applicable best management practices, related to the
treatment, handling, and disposal of ACM, LBP, and
PCBs to ensure public safety.
Potential Onsite Hazardous Materials or Conditions.
A visual survey and reconnaissance-level
investigation of the existing site shall be conducted to
determine if there are any structures or features
within or near the buildings that are used to store,
contain, or dispose of hazardous materials or waste.
For any development within the Project area that has
not been subject to a Phase I ESA or successful
remediation efforts in the past, a Phase I ESA shall
be performed to determine the likelihood of
contaminants in areas beyond what has already
been assessed in accordance with USEPA ASTM
Practice E 1527-05 as may be amended. If the
Phase I ESA finds that contaminated soil or other
hazardous materials or waste are suspected to be
present within the area, the Applicant shall follow all
applicable local, state and federal codes and
regulations, as well as applicable best management
practices, related to the treatment, handling, and
disposal of each hazardous material or waste.

Residual Impact

HAZ-2: Operations associated with the Project would
increase the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials or waste (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

HAZ-3: The Project would not emit hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of
an existing or proposed school (Less than

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

ES-20
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Residual Impact

Significant).
HAZ-4: Land use changes anticipated under the
proposed FVCSP could be located on a property that
is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and as a result, it would create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment (Less than
Significant).

No mitigation required MM HAZ-1 shall apply.

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation

HAZ-5: Implementation of the Project would not
expose additional workers and visitors to aircraftrelated safety hazards by locating additional
development within an airport land use plan or 2
miles of a public airport (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

HAZ-6: The Project would not impair implementation
of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan (Less
than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

HYD-1: Construction and Operation of the Project
would result in potentially significant impacts related
to increased run-off amounts and degraded water
quality (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

HYD-2: Implementation of the Project would not
significantly alter existing drainage patterns, such
that substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding onsite or
offsite would occur (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

HYD-3: The Project could interfere with groundwater
recharge, resulting in potentially significant impacts
to groundwater supplies and aquifer volumes (Less
than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

HYD-4: The Project could result in potentially
significant impacts on structures placed within a
floodplain (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

Hydrology and Water Quality
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Residual Impact

Land Use and Planning Policies
LU-1: Implementation of the Project would not result
in the physical division of an established community
(Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

LU-2: Implementation of the Project would not result
in land use compatibility issues with applicable land
use plans, policy, or regulations contained within the
City’s General Plan as well as in the regional plans
developed by the SCAG (Less than Significant with
Mitigation).

MM AQ-1a through MM AQ-1e, MM AQ-2, MM AQ5a, and MM AQ-5f shall apply.
MM GHG-1 shall apply.
MM N-1 shall apply.
MM T-1, MM T-2a through MM T-2b, and MM T-7
shall apply.

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation

LU-3: No Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural
Community Conservation Plan has been adopted for
the Project area or nearby vicinity. However,
implementation of the Project may result in the loss
or injury of street trees, shrubs, or plants and may
interfere with existing City plans and policies
requiring the protection or replacement of such
resources. Development under the Project would be
required to comply with City and proposed FVCSP
policies regulating the loss or injury of these
resources (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

MM N-1. Construction Noise Management Plan. A
Construction Noise Management Plan shall be
prepared by the Applicant and approved by the City
prior to Grading Permit issuance. The Plan would
address noise and vibration impacts and outline
measures that would be used to reduce impacts.
Measures would include but not be limited to:
• To the extent that they exceed the applicable
construction noise limits, excavation,
foundation-laying, and conditioning activities
shall be restricted to between the hours of
7:00 AM and 10:00 8:00 PM Monday through

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation

Noise
N-1: Construction of the Project could result in
significant temporary noise impacts to nearby noisesensitive receptors (Less than Significant with
Mitigation).
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact
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Mitigation Measure
Friday, and 9:00 AM and 8:00 PM Saturdays,
in accordance with Section 6.28.070 of the
Fountain Valley Municipal Code
•

The Applicant’s construction contracts shall
require implementation of the following
construction best management practices
(BMPs) by all construction contractors and
subcontractors working in or around the
Project area to reduce construction noise
levels:
o The Applicant and its contractors
and subcontractors shall ensure that
all construction equipment, fixed or
mobile, is properly muffled according
to manufacturer’s specifications or
as required by the City’s Building
and Safety Division, whichever is the
more stringent.
o The Applicant and its contractors
and subcontractors shall place
noise-generating construction
equipment and locate construction
staging areas away from sensitive
uses, where feasible, to the
satisfaction of the Building and
Safety Division.
o The Applicant and its contractors
and subcontractors shall implement
noise attenuation measures which
may include, but are not limited to,
noise barriers or noise blankets to
the satisfaction of the City’s Building
and Safety Division.

•

The Applicant’s contracts with its
construction contractors and subcontractors

Residual Impact
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

ES-24

Mitigation Measure
shall include the requirement that
construction staging areas, construction
worker parking and the operation of
earthmoving equipment within the Project
area, are located as far away from vibrationand noise-sensitive sites as possible.
Contract provisions incorporating the above
requirements shall be included as part of the
Project’s construction documents, which
shall be reviewed and approved by the City.
•

The Applicant shall require by contract
specifications that heavily loaded trucks used
during construction shall be routed away
from residential streets to the extent
possible. Contract specifications shall be
included in the proposed Project’s
construction documents, which shall be
reviewed by the City prior to issuance of a
grading permit.

•

Meetings shall be coordinated with the
management of neighboring residential areas
such as Green Valley Neighborhood, Los
Alamos Park Neighborhood, Adobe River
Avenue Neighborhood, and R. Gisler School
Neighborhood to seek solutions to minimize
noise impacts. Additionally, neighboring
residents would be notified of the
construction schedule and upcoming high
level noise events.

•

Property owners and occupants located
within 500 feet of the Project area boundary
shall be sent a notice, at least 15 days prior
to commencement of construction of each
phase, regarding the construction schedule
of the Project. A sign, legible at a distance of
50 feet, shall also be posted at the

Residual Impact
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure
construction site. All notices and signs shall
be reviewed and approved by the City prior
to mailing or posting and shall indicate the
dates and duration of construction activities,
as well as provide a contact name and a
telephone number where residents can
inquire about the construction process and
register complaints.

Residual Impact

N-2: Construction of the Project would require the
use of equipment that would potentially result in
exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels
(Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

N-3: Operation of the Project would potentially result
in a significant increase in ambient noise levels due
to increased traffic and associated noise (Less than
Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

N-4: Operation of the Project could result in exposure
of persons to excessive ground-borne vibration or
noise levels (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

POP-1: Land use changes occurring under the
Project would result in an increase in population,
employment, and visitation to the Project Area.
However, this impact is less than significant.

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

POP-2: Implementation of the Project would not
displace substantial numbers of existing housing or
people. Therefore, this impact is less than significant.

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

Population and Housing

Public Services
PUBS-1: Implementation of the Project would
incrementally increase employee, resident, and
visitor populations within the Project area with
associated additional demands for emergency and
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)

Impact
public safety services to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times, or other performance
objectives for fire protection and police protection
(Less than Significant).

Mitigation Measure

Residual Impact

PUBS-2: New residential uses occurring under the
Project are anticipated to generate students, which
would incrementally increase demand for schools.
However, pursuant to SB 50, AB 181, and AB 2926,
the payment of developer fees to the Fountain Valley
School District and Huntington Beach Union High
School District would fully mitigate impacts (Less
than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

PUBS-3: Implementation of the Project would
incrementally increase the number of residents,
workers, and visitors in the Project area, which would
increase demand for public parks in the vicinity of the
Project area. However, pursuant to the Quimby Act,
the payment of developer fees for parkland
dedication would fully mitigate this impact (Less than
Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

PUBS-4: Implementation of the Project would
incrementally increase employee and resident
populations within the Project area, which would not
be expected to significantly increase demand for
library facilities in the vicinity of the Project area
(Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

MM T-1. Construction Impact Mitigation Plan. Future
development occurring under the proposed Fountain
Valley Crossings Specific Plan shall be required to
prepare a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan for
review and approval prior to issuance of a grading or
building permit to address and manage traffic during
construction and shall be designed to:

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation

Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic
T-1: Construction activities anticipated to occur under
the proposed Fountain Valley Crossings Specific
Plan would potentially create short-term traffic
impacts due to congestion from construction vehicles
(e.g., construction trucks, construction worker
vehicles, equipment, etc.), traffic lane and sidewalk
closures, and loss of on-street parking. With
implementation of a Construction Impact Mitigation
ES-26
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)

Impact
Plan, construction impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation.
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Mitigation Measure
Prevent traffic impacts on the surrounding
roadway network;
• Minimize parking impacts both to public
parking and access to private parking to the
greatest extent practicable;
• Ensure safety for both those constructing the
project and the surrounding community; and
• Prevent substantial truck traffic through
residential neighborhoods.
The Construction Impact Mitigation Plan shall be
subject to review and approval by the following City
departments: Planning & Building, Public Works, and
Police to ensure that the Construction Impact
Mitigation Plan has been designed in accordance
with this mitigation measure. Additionally, the plan
shall be prepared and implemented in coordination
with any affected agencies such as OCTA and
Caltrans. The review of the plan shall occur prior to
issuance of grading or building permits. It shall, at a
minimum, include the following:
Ongoing Requirements throughout the Duration of
Construction
• A detailed Construction Impact Mitigation
Plan for work zones shall be maintained. At a
minimum, this shall include parking and
travel lane configurations; warning,
regulatory, guide, and directional signage;
and area sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and
parking lanes. The Construction Impact
Mitigation Plan shall include specific
information regarding the project’s
construction activities that may disrupt
normal pedestrian and traffic flow and the
measures to address these disruptions. Such
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the

Residual Impact

•
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

•

•
•
•
•
•

ES-28

Mitigation Measure
Planning & Building and Public Works
Departments prior to commencement of
construction and implemented in accordance
with this approval.
Per Fountain Valley Municipal Code Section
6.28.070 work within the public right-of-way,
deliveries, haul trips, and construction
employee trips shall be performed during offpeak vehicular traffic hours between 7:00 AM
and 8:00 PM Monday through Friday, and
9:00 AM to 8:00 PM on Saturday. No
construction work would be permitted on
Sundays and national holidays that City
offices are closed. Construction work
includes, but is not limited to dirt and
demolition material hauling and construction
material delivery. Work within the public
right-of-way outside of these hours shall only
be allowed after the issuance of an afterhours construction permit. Exceptions may
be made for time sensitive construction
activities (e.g., pouring concrete).
“Flagger” construction personnel shall be
required at construction site entrances.
The closure of major arterials shall be limited
to non-peak vehicular traffic hours only.
Streets and equipment shall be cleaned in
accordance with established Public Works
requirements.
Trucks shall only travel on a City-approved
truck route. Limited queuing may occur on
the construction site itself.
Materials and equipment shall be minimally
visible to the public; the preferred location for
materials is to be on-site, with a minimum

Residual Impact
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact
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Mitigation Measure
amount of materials within a work area in the
public right-of-way, subject to a current Use
of Public Property Permit.
• Any requests for work before or after normal
construction hours within the public right-ofway shall be subject to review and approval
through the After Hours Permit process
administered by the Building and Safety
Division.
• Provision of off-street parking for
construction workers, which may include the
use of a remote location with shuttle
transport to the site, if determined necessary
by the City.
• The Construction Impact Mitigation Plan shall
ensure adequate emergency access is
maintained throughout the duration of all
construction activities. Consistent with the
requirements and regulations of the MUTCD,
adequate emergency access shall be
ensured through measures such as
coordination with local emergency services,
training for flagmen for emergency vehicles
traveling through the work zone, temporary
lane separators that have sloping sides to
facilitate crossover by emergency vehicles,
and vehicle storage and staging areas for
emergency vehicles.
Project Coordination Elements That Shall Be
Implemented Prior to Commencement of
Construction
• The traveling public shall be advised of
impending construction activities which may
substantially affect key roadways or other
facilities (e.g., information signs, portable

Residual Impact
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

•

•

•

•

T-2: Under existing plus Project conditions, increased
traffic generated by buildout (2035) of the proposed
Project would increase congestion at 3 of the 20
study intersections. While the proposed Project
would include transit, pedestrian, and bike
improvements and a TDM Program to minimize new
vehicle trips, potential peak period congestion would
ES-30

Mitigation Measure
message signs, media listing/notification,
Hotline number, and implementation of an
approved Construction Impact Mitigation
Plan) in a manner appropriate to the scale
and type of projects.
A Use of Public Property Permit, Excavation
Permit, Sewer Permit, or Oversize Load
Permit, as well as any Caltrans permits
required for any construction work requiring
encroachment into public rights-of-way,
detours, or any other work within the public
right-of-way shall be obtained.
Timely notification of construction schedules
shall be provided to all affected agencies
(e.g., VTA, Police Department, Fire
Department, Public Works Department, and
Community Development Department) and
to all owners and residential and commercial
tenants of property within a radius of 500
feet.
Construction work shall be coordinated with
affected agencies in advance of start of work.
Approvals may take up to two weeks per
each submittal.
Planning & Building and Public Works
Departments approval of any haul routes for
earth, concrete, or construction materials and
equipment hauling shall be obtained.

MM T-2a. Fountain Valley Crossings Improvement
Plan (FVCIP) Amended Implementation and
Funding/Financing Strategy for the Fountain Valley
Crossings Specific Plan: The City shall amend
Section 3.5 of the FVCSP Implementation and
Funding/Financing Strategy prepare a FVCIP,
including prior to adoption of the Specific Plan. The

Residual Impact

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation Temporarily Significant
and Unavoidable; Less than
Significant Once Mitigation is
Implemented
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)

Impact
still exceed existing City and Caltrans LOS
thresholds. Intersection impacts to Euclid Street &
Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps
(Intersection #15) and Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street &
Southbound I-405 Ramps (Intersection #19) would
be temporarily significant and unavoidable. With
implementation of intersection improvements,
intersection impacts to all other impacted
intersections would be less than significant with
mitigation.
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Mitigation Measure
Specific Plan shall require to include a subsequent
fee justification study, identifying costs for
transportation improvements, apportion costs for
improvements, and include fair share projected costs
for each funded and unfunded improvement. Prior to
approval of the first entitlements for a development
within the Project area, the City must adopt the
regular fee update schedule for identified intersection
improvements. The City shall coordinate with
neighboring jurisdictions to identify intersection
improvements, apportion of costs for improvements,
and scheduling of proposed improvements. for the
proposed Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
area. The FVCIP would include improvements to
transportation facilities needed to facilitate efficient
and environmentally sustainable mobility within the
Project area and surrounding vicinity, including all
recommended improvements in the Specific Plan.
The FVCIP shall identify improvements to facilitate all
modes of travel within the planning area. The FVCIP
shall be an integrated multi-modal transportation plan
for capital improvements required to mitigate
transportation impacts of the proposed Fountain
Valley Crossings Specific Plan, including
improvements to roads, intersections, transit, bike,
and pedestrian facilities. The FVCIP shall contain a
list of transportation projects to be undertaken and
include fair share projected costs for each funded
and unfunded improvement.
1. The FVCIP shall provide funding for
transportation improvements to sufficiently
serve the demands of the proposed Fountain
Valley Crossings Specific Plan including new
roadway connections/upgrades, transit
facility upgrades, pedestrian/bicycle
improvements, and TDM.

Residual Impact
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

ES-32

Mitigation Measure
2.1. The Amended Implementation and
Funding/Financing Strategy FVCIP shall:
• Identify the cost of improvements to all
identified transportation improvements, within
the Project area and surround vicinity,
needed to serve the proposed Fountain
Valley Crossings Specific Plan.
• Clearly apportion existing and projected
demand on these facilities and costs
between existing users, the City, and
proposed future development projects.
• Identify potential funding mechanisms for
transportation infrastructure construction,
including the equitable sharing of costs
between new development, the City, and
existing users, including development impact
fees, grants, assessments, etc.
• Identify development impact fees for all
residential and non-residential projects to
ensure that each project pays its fair share of
public infrastructure costs.
• Include a regular fee update schedule,
consistent with the City’s Capital
Improvement Program.
• Require the first update of the FVCIP within
five years following adoption of the proposed
Fountain Valley Crossing Specific Plan.
MM T-2b. Intersection Improvements Impact Fee: At
the intersection of Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington
Street (Intersection #12), a traffic signal shall be
installed along with a restriping of the westbound
approach to convert the existing right-turn lane into a
shared through/right turn lane. Additionally, the sixpoint stop-controlled intersection, within the Costco
parking lot, shall be reconfigured into a standard four

Residual Impact
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure
leg intersection by removing the northern eastbound
and westbound approaches. In accordance with MM
T-2a, these improvements shall be included in FVCIP
Implementation and Funding/Financial Strategy and
development project applicants within the Project
area shall pay a fair share contribution towards these
improvements. The fair share fee shall be evaluated
based on based on a metric approved by the City
(e.g. dwelling units, acreage, square footage, ADT,
etc.).

Residual Impact

T-3: Increased traffic generated by buildout of the
proposed Fountain Valley Specific Plan would
increase congestion at 11 freeway facilities, resulting
in significant and unavoidable impacts.

No mitigation feasible.

Significant and Unavoidable

T-4: Project generated increases in traffic could
incrementally increase delays at the intersections of
residential roads with local arterials in the Project
vicinity, degrading the effectiveness and performance
of the circulation system. However, such increases
in delays at residential side streets would be
incremental and would not exceed established
thresholds. Therefore, impacts would be adverse, but
less than significant.

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

T-5: Project implementation would increase demand for
public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. This
increased demand would be balanced by
improvements to such facilities proposed as part of the
Project, and funded through MM T-2a above.
Therefore, the Project would be consistent with adopted
policies, plans, and programs and impacts would be
less than significant with mitigation. The proposed
Project would not substantially disrupt alternative
transportation and impacts would be less than
significant without mitigation.

MM T-2a shall apply.

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation

T-6: Under Future Year cumulative conditions, buildout

MM T-1 shall apply.

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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No mitigation required.

Significant and Unavoidable Less
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)

Impact
of the Specific Plan, would contribute incrementally to
cumulative increases in traffic generated by approved
and pending projects and background traffic growth
through year 2035. The intersection of MacArthur
Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard would experience
increases in V/C ratio that would exceed thresholds in
the PM peak hours. Impacts would be significant and
unavoidable. The Project would contribute towards
potential cumulative short-term traffic impacts due to
congestion from construction vehicles (e.g.,
construction trucks, construction worker vehicles,
equipment, etc.), traffic lane and sidewalk closures,
and loss of on-street parking. With implementation of
a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan, construction
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.
T-7: Under Future Year (2035) cumulative conditions,
Project generated traffic would contribute
considerably to increased congestion at 4 of the 20
study intersections. While multiple improvements to
transportation facilities, including transit, pedestrian,
and bike facilities are assumed to be completed by
2035, potential peak period congestion would still
exceed City and Caltrans LOS thresholds.
Intersection impacts to MacArthur Boulevard &
Harbor Boulevard (Intersection #13) would be
significant and unavoidable. and Impacts at Euclid
Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps
(Intersection #15) would be temporarily significant
and unavoidable before implementation of the
planned roadway improvements. Impacts at
Intersection #15 would be reduced to less than
significant once planned improvements by other
agencies have been implemented. With
implementation of additional intersection
improvements, three of the fours impacted all other
impacted intersections would be improved to less
ES-34

Mitigation Measure

Residual Impact
than Significant with Mitigation

MM T-2a through T-2b shall apply.
MM T-7. Intersection Modifications: At the
intersection of Ellis Avenue & Ward Street, capacity
improvements such as conversion to standard
protected signal phasing, green times, and restriping
of the northbound approach to include one left turn
lane, one through lane, and two right turn lanes shall
be considered and reviewed prior to final design on
the intersection. In accordance with MM T-2a, the
approved improvements shall be included in FVCSP
the Implementation and Funding/Financing Strategy
and development project applicants within the Project
area shall pay a fair share contribution towards these
improvements based on a metric approved by the
City (e.g., dwelling units, acreage, square footage,
ADT, etc.).

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation Significant and
Unavoidable; Less than
Significant with Mitigation
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)

Impact
than significant with mitigation.
T-8: Under cumulative conditions, project-related
traffic from buildout of the Specific Plan would
cumulatively contribute to congestions at 14 7
freeway facilities. Operational conditions at freeway
facilities in the Project area and surrounding vicinity
would be depleted beyond thresholds. Therefore,
impacts to freeway facilities would be a significant
and unavoidable impact.

Mitigation Measure

Residual Impact

No mitigation feasible.

Significant and Unavoidable

UT-1: Implementation of the proposed Project would
not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

UT-2: Implementation of the proposed Project would
result in an increase in wastewater generation;
however, increased wastewater generation would not
exceed the treatment capacity of existing wastewater
facilities (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

UT-3: Implementation of the proposed Project may
require or result in the construction of new
wastewater facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects (Less than
Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation

Utilities
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MM UT-3. FVCSP Utility Infrastructure Financing
Program: The City shall ensure adequate financing
for funding of infrastructure improvements to serve
the FVCSP through implementation of the FVCSP
Utility Infrastructure Financing Program, including
preparation of an AB 1600 fee justification study, for
the FVCSP area. The Financing Program shall be
developed prior to the approval of the first
entitlements for a development within the Project
area, following adoption of the Project. All new
development within the FVCSP shall be conditioned
to be subject to payment of its fair share of any
impact fees identified under this program. The City
ES-35
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure
shall determine the costs of and establish a funding
program for the following capital improvements to
upgrade water and wastewater delivery as needed to
serve the demands of new land uses anticipated to
occur under the FVCSP.
The Program shall also:
a. Identify the cost of improvements to or
replacement of undersized water and
wastewater lines within the FVCSP area
needed to serve the Project.
b. Clearly apportion existing and projected
demand on these facilities and costs
between existing users, the City and
proposed future development.
c. Identify potential funding mechanisms for
sewer and water line construction,
including the equitable sharing of costs
between new development, the City and
existing users, including development
impact fees, grants, assessments, etc.
d. Identify development impact fees for all
residential and non-residential
development to ensure that development
pays its fair share of public infrastructure
costs.
e. Include a regular fee update schedule,
consistent with the City’s Capital
Improvement Program.

Residual Impact

UT-4: Implementation of the proposed Project may
require or result in the construction of new
stormwater drainage or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects (Less than
Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

UT-5: The proposed Project would increase the

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)

Impact
demand for water; however, this demand would be
adequately met by existing and planned future water
supplies (Less than Significant).
UT-6: Implementation of the proposed Project may
require or result in the construction of new water
facilities or expansion of existing facilities; however,
the construction of these facilities would not result in
substantial environmental effects (Less than
Significant).

Mitigation Measure

No mitigation required.

Residual Impact

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation

MM UT-3 shall apply.

UT-7: The proposed Project would potentially
increase solid waste generation within the Project
area; however, existing sorting and disposal facilities
currently possess sufficient capacity to accommodate
additional Project solid waste generation (Less than
Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

UT-8: Due to existing and proposed City programs,
implementation of the proposed Project would not
result in the generation of waste in a manner which
may potentially conflict with federal, state, and local
statues and regulations related to solid waste (No
Impact).

No mitigation required.

No Impact

EC-1: The proposed Project would increase energy
demand, but would not result in wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy.
Implementation of standard regulations, as well as
conformance with the City adopted 2013 California
Energy Code, California Green Building Standards
Code, and policies of the City General Plan would
reduce potential impacts (Less than Significant).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

EC-2: Implementation of the proposed Project would
not constrain local or regional energy supplies,
necessitating the construction of new or expansion of
existing electrical generation or transmission facilities

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

Energy Conservation
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Table ES-2.

Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Residual Impact

(Less than Significant).
EC-3: Implementation of the proposed Project would
require new development within the Project area to
comply with federal, state, or local regulations
governing the use and conservation of energy
resources (Beneficial).

No mitigation required.

Less Than Significant

MM TRC-1a. Pre-Construction Training: For
individual discretionary development projects, preconstruction training for construction personnel shall
be conducted prior to commencement of any grading
or other development activities. A qualified
archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards for
archaeology (2008) and approved by the City, shall
conduct tribal cultural resources identification and
protocol training prior to site disturbance activities.
Construction personnel shall be informed of the types
of archaeological or tribal cultural resources that may
be encountered, and of the proper protocols for
agency notification. Construction personnel shall
attend the training and shall retain documentation
demonstrating attendance.
MM TRC-1b. In the event of any inadvertent
discovery of archaeological or tribal cultural
resources during construction, ground-disturbing
activities shall be suspended until an evaluation is
performed. The project applicant shall retain a
qualified registered professional archaeologist (RPA)
and a qualified Native American Monitor selected by
the City. The City’s selection of a Native American
Monitor will be based on cultural affiliation with the
project area, which may include consultation with the
NAHC. In the event of discovery, construction
personnel shall notify the City, the RPA, and Native

Less Than Significant with
Mitigation

Tribal Cultural Resources
TCR-1: Implementation of the proposed Project has
the limited potential to result in the distribution of
tribal cultural resources; however, with
implementation of mitigation requiring the presence
of a Native American Monitor, impacts to potentially
undiscovered tribal cultural resources would be less
than significant with mitigation.
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact
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Mitigation Measure
American Monitor. The RPA and Native American
Monitor shall evaluate the significance of the
discovery pursuant to the Treatment Plan procedures
outlined in MM TCR-1c, below. Work shall not
resume until authorization is received from the City. If
human remains are found, in compliance with
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, all
ground disturbances must cease and the County
Coroner must be contacted to determine the nature
of the remains. In the event the remains are
determined to be Native American in origin by the
Coroner, the Coroner is required to contact the
NAHC within 24 hours to relinquish jurisdiction.
MM TCR-1c. Archaeological Data Recovery: If
cultural resources are encountered during
development activities, the City shall implement a
Cultural Resources Treatment Plan to address
resource identification, significance evaluation, and
any necessary mitigation. The Treatment Plan shall
be prepared by a City-approved RPA and a Cityapproved Native American Monitor, and at a
minimum shall include:
• A review of historic maps, photographs, and
other pertinent documents to predict the
locations of former buildings, structures, and
other historical features and sensitive
locations within and adjacent to the specific
development area;
• A context for evaluating resources that may
be encountered during construction;
• A research design outlining important
prehistoric and historic-period themes and
research questions relevant to the known or
anticipated sites in the study area;
• Specific and well-defined criteria for

Residual Impact
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Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts (Continued)
Impact
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Mitigation Measure
evaluating the significance of discovered
remains; and
• Data requirements and the appropriate field
and laboratory methods and procedures to
be used to treat the effects of the project on
significant resources.
The City, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, may also determine that a
resource is significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1. If the RPA
determines that the find may qualify for listing in the
California Register, the site shall be avoided or the
resource preserved in place, or if avoidance or
preservation in place is not determined feasible, a
data recovery plan shall be developed. The preferred
mitigation shall be to avoid the resource or preserve
in place. Any required testing or data recovery shall
be directed by a qualified RPA and Native American
Monitor prior to construction being resumed in the
affected area. The Treatment Plan shall also include
submission of a final technical report, funded by the
developer and approved by the City.

Residual Impact
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Table ES-3.

Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Resource Area Impacts

Proposed Project

No Project

No Housing

Similar and slightly greater
(Less than Significant)
Less (Less than
Significant)

Similar (Less than
Significant)
Incrementally Less (Less
than Significant with
Mitigation)
Similar (Less than
Significant)
Incrementally Less or
Similar Less (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
Similar (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
Similar (Less than
Significant)
Incrementally Greater
(Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
Incrementally Less (Less
than Significant with
Mitigation)
Less (Less than
Significant)
Incrementally Less (Less
than Significant)
Similar Incrementally Less
(Significant and
Unavoidable)
Less (Less than
Significant)
Similar (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
Objectives Partially Met

Aesthetics and Visual
Resources
Air Quality

Less than Significant

Geology & Soils

Less than Significant

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Less than Significant with
Mitigation

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials
Hydrology and Water
Quality
Land Use and Planning

Less than Significant with
Mitigation
Less than Significant
Less than Significant with
Mitigation

Less (Less than
Significant)
Similar (Less than
Significant)
Incrementally Greater
(Less than Significant)

Noise

Less than Significant with
Mitigation

Incrementally Less (Less
than Significant)

Population and Housing

Less than Significant

Public Services

Less than Significant

Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic

Significant and
Unavoidable

Less (Less than
Significant)
Less (Less than
Significant)
Less Greater (Significant
and Unavoidable)

Utilities and Energy
Resources
Tribal Cultural Resources

Less than Significant

Project Objectives Met?

Less than Significant with
Mitigation

Less than Significant with
Mitigation
Yes

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

Similar (Less than
Significant)
Less Similar (Less than
Significant)

Less (Less than
Significant)
Greater (Significant and
Unavoidable)
No

Intensified Office and
Residential Buildout
Greater (Significant and
Unavoidable)
Incrementally Greater
(Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
Similar (Less than
Significant)
Incrementally Greater
(Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
Similar (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
Similar (Less than
Significant)
Greater (Significant and
Unavoidable)
Similar or Incrementally
More (Less than
Significant)
Incrementally Greater
(Less than Significant)
Incrementally Greater
(Less than Significant)
Greater (Significant and
Unavoidable)
Greater (Less than
Significant)
Similar (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
Most Objectives Met
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1.0

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

1.1

OVERVIEW

This Program Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) evaluates the environmental
impacts of the proposed Fountain Valley
Crossings Specific Plan (Project) for the
City of Fountain Valley, California (City).
The purpose of the Project is to provide
the City, property owners, and businesses
with a guide for future development in the
approximate 162-acre Crossings Specific
Plan Area (Project area).
The Project proposes general vision
The Project proposes actions, policies, and standards to
guide development in the Crossings District from an aging
policies to guide future development.
light industrial/manufacturing area to a vibrant downtown
Based on the proposed policies, the
core for the community.
Project provides the details on the type,
location, and intensity of uses; defines the capacity and design of needed public improvements
and infrastructure; and determines the resources necessary to finance and implement the public
improvements and infrastructure needed to support the vision for the Project area.
The intent of the Project is to provide the area with a unique and comprehensive framework to
guide the future reinvestment and physical development of land and to attract new businesses
and greater economic investment to the Project area. The Project would address market
constraints and opportunities for residential, retail, and office uses, and evaluate the
appropriateness of other uses necessary to create a vibrant business community. The Project
involves adoption of new development policies, land use regulations, design standards, capital
improvement program, and financing program concisely within a single planning document. The
Project and EIR will also take into consideration the proximity of the Project area to other
residential neighborhoods, the Hyundai Motor America North American Corporate Campus, and
Interstate 405 (I-405) Freeway that runs through the Project area.
Development of the Specific Plan document and environmental review of the Project began on
August 19, 2014. The process of preparing the draft Specific Plan and the environmental
analysis is proceeding concurrently given both analyses require many of the same studies and
baseline information.
Project actions may include the following:
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•
•

•
•
•

•

Adoption of the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
Carrying out an urban design framework for the existing industrial business park that
addresses five primary development concept districts (activity core, workplace
neighborhood, workplace gateway, mixed industry)
Community benefits program tied to development capacity
Implementation of development code regulations for modifications to buildings, streets,
open space, parking, and signage
Improvements to the Project area that may include:
o Street improvements
o Traffic circulation and new transportation services
o Utilities and infrastructure upgrades
o Expansion of open space in Project area
o Infrastructure and public facilities improvements
Related amendments to the Fountain Valley General Plan and Municipal Code, such as
rezoning the existing Project area to “Specific Plan”, which would refer all zoning
standards to the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan.

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as discussed below. The EIR was prepared by Amec Foster
Wheeler under the direction of City of Fountain Valley Planning and Building staff, with
assistance from staff in the Office of the City Manager, Public Works Department, and
Recreation and Community Services Department.
Any changes to the text of the pre-recirculation Final EIR and Partial Recirculated Draft EIR to
correct information, data, or intent, other than minor typographical corrections or minor working
changes, are noted in the Revised Final EIR as changes from the pre-recirculation Final EIR
and Partial Recirculated Draft EIR. Changes in the EIR text in response to public comments
received during public review of the Draft EIR, pre-recirculation Final EIR, and Partial
Recirculated Final EIR are signified by strikeouts (strikeouts) where text is removed and by
underline font (underline font) where text is added. If text is added where the font is already bold
or underlined, additions are noted using underlined bold font (underlined bold font).

1.1.1

EIR Purpose and Legal Authority

This EIR was prepared in accordance with the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA,
published by the Resources Agency of the State of California (Title 14, California Code of
Regulations 15000 et. seq.), and the City’s procedures for implementing CEQA. Per §21067 of
CEQA and §15367 and 15050 through 15053 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City is the
Lead Agency under whose authority this document has been prepared. It is intended to provide
information to public agencies, decision-makers, and the public regarding the environmental
impacts that would result from implementation of the Project. Under the provisions of CEQA,
“the purpose of the environmental impact report is to identify the significant effects of a project
on the environment, to identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which
significant effects can be mitigated or avoided” (Public Resources Code 21002.1[a]).
1-2
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The environmental review process was established to enable public agencies to evaluate a
project in terms of its environmental consequences, to examine and implement mitigation
measures for eliminating or reducing any potentially adverse impacts, and to consider
alternatives to the project. While CEQA §150201(a) requires that major consideration be given
to avoiding environmental damage, the Lead Agency and other responsible public agencies
must balance adverse environmental effects against other public objectives, including social and
economic goals, in determining whether and in what manner a project should be approved. This
EIR was prepared by Amec Foster Wheeler under the direction of City of Fountain Valley
Planning and Building Department staff. A full copy of the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific
Plan can be viewed on the project webpage: http://www.fountainvalley.org/341/Fountain-ValleyCrossings-Specific-Plan.

1.1.2

Program EIR

State CEQA Guidelines §15168 provides
for the preparation of a Program EIR for a
series of actions that constitute one large
project and are related geographically. In
the case of this Project, this includes
adoption of the proposed Specific Plan
document, policy amendments, rezoning,
and action items.
A Program EIR provides the City with the
opportunity to consider broad policy and
development alternatives and mitigation
This Program EIR examines proposed action items,
standards, and policies associated with development and
programs to address citywide cumulative
buildout of the Crossings District over the next 20 years.
impacts. Once a Program EIR has been
prepared, subsequent activities within the
program are evaluated to determine whether additional CEQA analysis is needed. These
subsequent activities could be found to be within the Program EIR scope, and additional
environmental documents may not be required if the Program EIR adequately addressed
impacts of the subsequent activity (CEQA Guidelines §15168[c]). When a Program EIR is relied
upon for a subsequent activity, the Lead Agency incorporates applicable mitigation measures
and alternatives developed in the Program EIR into the subsequent activities (CEQA Guidelines
§15168 [c] [3]). If a subsequent activity would have effects that are not identified in the Program
EIR, the Lead Agency would prepare additional environmental review documentation, as
applicable.
This Program EIR addresses total buildout of the Project within the Project area. The Project
includes a Land Use Element, Infrastructure Element, and an Implementation, Financing, and
Phasing Element to help revitalize this light industrial area while respecting existing, thriving
businesses. The environmental analysis provided in this EIR provides sufficient analysis in
compliance with the requirements of CEQA to enable decision-makers to approve subsequent
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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projects proposed in the Project area consistent with the Specific Plan without subsequent
environmental review. However, if any substantial changes to the development parameters
(e.g., building envelope, height, use, etc.) analyzed in this EIR are later revised, subsequent
environmental review would be required prior to approval.

1.1.3

Agencies and Roles

The EIR process involves the following interested agencies, as specified in the CEQA
Guidelines:
Lead Agency

The City of Fountain Valley as the agency with principal responsibility
for approving or carrying out a project (CEQA Guidelines §15367).

Responsible
Agencies

Additional agencies with approval authority over aspects of a project
(CEQA Guidelines §15381).

Trustee Agencies

State agencies with general management authority over specified
resources of the State when the resources may occur within a project
area, including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
(CEQA Guidelines §15386).

Other Interested
Agencies

Additional agencies that may be interested in a project and its
environmental impacts, although they would have no authority over the
project approval and adoption. These agencies would include the FAA,
South Coast Air Quality Management District, Caltrans, Orange County
Water District, Orange County Sanitation District, and the Orange
County Airport Land Use Commission.

1.1.4

Environmental Review Process

The EIR process consists of the following steps, as specified in the CEQA Guidelines:
1) Notice of
Preparation
(NOP)/Public Scoping
Hearing

The City issued a NOP on October 15, 2015, requesting comments
on the proposed EIR scope of analysis within 30 days. The City
held a public Scoping Hearing on October 28, 2015, and public
comments were received until November 16, 2015.

2) Draft EIR and
Public Review Period

The City releases the Draft EIR and provides a public review and
comment period (45 days). The City will hold a Public Hearing on
January 25, 2017 as another opportunity for public comment on
the Draft EIR.
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3) Final EIR

The Final EIR includes the Draft EIR with any necessary revisions,
public comments and a list of persons and entities who
commented, and written responses to public comments submitted
during the Draft EIR public review period.

4) EIR Certification,
Project Decision,
Findings and
Statement of
Overriding
Considerations

The City certifies that the Final EIR has been completed in
compliance with CEQA and makes a decision on the project
analyzed. CEQA provides that the Lead Agency may disapprove a
project because of its significant environmental effects, require
changes to the project to reduce or avoid significant environmental
effects, or approve the project despite its significant environmental
effects if findings and a statement of overriding considerations are
first made and adopted.

5) Mitigation
Monitoring and
Reporting Program
(MMRP)

The City adopts a MMRP for mitigation measures that were
adopted or made conditions as part of project approval.

6) Notice of
Determination (NOD)

The City files a NOD with the State Clearinghouse within five
working days of the agency action to complete environmental
review.

1.1.5

Environmental Setting/Definition of Baseline Conditions

CEQA requires that an EIR include a description of the existing physical environment in the
vicinity of the project to provide the baseline condition against which project-related impacts are
compared (CEQA Guidelines §15125). Normally, the baseline condition is the physical condition
that exists when the NOP is published. Because physical environmental conditions may vary
over a range of time periods, in some cases the use of environmental baselines that differ from
the date of the NOP is reasonable and appropriate when doing so results in a more accurate or
conservative environmental analysis. The Specific Plan baseline year (2015) is used for all
impact areas analyzed in this EIR to determine impacts.

1.1.6

Recirculation of the Final EIR

A Program Draft EIR for the proposed project (State Clearinghouse Number #2015101042) was
circulated for an extended 47-day public review period from January 6, 2017 to February 22,
2017. During the duration of the 47-day public comment period, a total of 44 individual comment
letters as well as oral testimonies from two City Council members and 13 members of the public
were received.
Following release of the Program Draft EIR and closure of the public review period in February
2017, the City prepared and released for public review the pre-recirculation Final EIR on April
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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27, 2017. The full Program Draft EIR and the pre-recirculation Final EIR are available for public
review at Fountain Valley Library located at 17635 Los Alamos Street, or the Planning and
Building Department office located at 10200 Slater Avenue in Fountain Valley, CA 92708, or
online at:
http://www.fountainvalley.org/341/Fountain-Valley-Crossings-Specific-Plan.
The City Planning Commission held a public hearing on May 10, 2017 to provide Project
adoption recommendations to the City Council. The City scheduled a City Council public hearing
for the Project on June 20, 2017; however, following receipt public comment and staff’s
recommendations, the City directed staff to recirculate the EIR to address public comments and
make other clarifying revisions.
The Partial Recirculated Draft EIR consisted of only the portions of the EIR that were modified.
Specifically, Partial Recirculated Draft EIR sections that were revised include the cumulative
impact analysis, revised Transportation Impact Analysis for the FVCSP (September 2017), a
new section to address Tribal Cultural Resources, as well as sections which have been revised
to provide clarity. The specific sections of the original pre-recirculated Final EIR and associated
revisions provided in the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR are summarized below:
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•

Section 1.0, Introduction – The Introduction is revised to further describe the Partial
Recirculated Draft EIR process and related CEQA requirements.

•

Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis – Section 3.0.3, Cumulative Impacts
Analysis, is revised to update the list of pending and future projects and their relation to
the proposed Project, including a discussion of the Southpark Specific Plan - Sakioka
Site. This section further clarifies the approach to cumulative analysis within the EIR,
which uses both the general plan projection method and list method where appropriate
to determine the extent of cumulative impacts.

•

Section 3.2, Air Quality – This section is modified to update emissions estimates with the
latest version of CalEEMod 2016.3.1, provide expanded discussion on the Project’s
compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rules, include
discussion of cumulative impacts with respect to updates in the cumulative projects list,
as well as revise appropriate sections of the text in response to public comments
received on the Draft EIR and pre-recirculation Final EIR. Mitigation measures MM AQ1a through 1e and MM AQ-2 were removed given they are pre-existing requirements of
the SCAQMD, California Air Resources Board (CARB), and State Vehicle Code.

•

Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions – This section is modified to update GHG
emissions estimates with the latest version of CalEEMod 2016.3.1, update the list of
regulatory policies and programs with those which have been recently approved and
adopted, and provide revisions to the text based on comments receive on the Draft and
pre-recirculation Final EIR. This section provided expanded discussion on the Project’s
consistency with applicable GHG reduction strategies, plans, and regulations, including
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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the 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, under
Impact GHG-2.
•

Section 3.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials – Impact HAZ-4 is expanded to provide
revisions to the text based on comments received on the Draft and pre-recirculation
Final EIR regarding the potential presence of hazardous materials within the Project
area.

•

Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning – This section is modified to include discussion of
cumulative impacts with respect to updates in the cumulative projects list, update the list
of regulatory policies and programs with those which have been recently approved and
adopted, and provide revisions to the text based on comments receive on the Draft and
pre-recirculation Final EIR. In particular, Impact LU-2 and Table 3.7-1 were revised to
further expand on the Project’s consistency with applicable policies and plans.

•

Section 3.8, Noise – This section is modified to include discussion of cumulative impacts
with respect to updates in the cumulative projects list and update the analysis or
potential impacts from noise generated by the Project and other cumulative development
projects to appropriately reflect updates to the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA).

•

Section 3.9, Population and Housing – Section 3.9.1.2, Housing is revised to provide
additional information regarding affordable housing within the City, including efforts by
the Housing Authority to secure a site for affordable housing within the City.

•

Section 3.10, Public Services – Section 3.10.4.2, Cumulative Impacts is modified to
include discussion of cumulative impacts with respect to updates in the cumulative
projects list as well as further information about the City’s ability to ensure adequate
public services under the cumulative scenario.

•

Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic – This section is revised to reflect
updates in the revised TIA. Modifications to this section focused primarily on updated
traffic data; additional discussion on construction and operational impacts; an expanded
methodology; and discussion of cumulative impacts and updated cumulative trip data
with respect to the updated cumulative projects list, particularly the Southpark Specific
Plan – Sakioka Site. Revisions to this section resulted in the identification of new
significant impacts, consistent with the revised TIA. Due to the extent of revisions, this
section was recirculated as a complete “clean” version, and unlike the majority of
recirculated sections, revisions to the text in this section were not shown in strikethrough
or underline format.

•

Section 3.12, Utilities – This section is modified with expanded discussion on the
availability of projected water supplies and the ability to meet future water demands as
well as new mitigation to ensure the adequacy of utility infrastructure.

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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•

Section 3.14, Tribal Cultural Resources – This is provided as a new resource section
that considers potential impacts to tribal cultural resources consistent with CEQA State
Guidelines and Section 21080.4.3 of the PRC, and describes the Native American
consultation process pursuant to the requirements of AB 52 and SB 18. This section
addresses potential environmental effects of the Project on sensitive known and
undiscovered tribal cultural resources that may exist within the Project area. Because
this is a new section, the text in this section was provided in its entirety as a “clean”
version, i.e., without underline and strikethrough revisions

•

Section 4.0, Other CEQA – This section is modified to provide revisions to the text based
on comments receive on the Draft and pre-recirculation Final EIR, including those
related to the San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sndiegonensis) and Coastal
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), as well as modifications based
on preparation and circulation of a new Section 3.14, Tribal Cultural Resources (see
discussion above).

•

Section 5.0, Alternatives – This section provides text clarifications based on comments
receive on the Draft and pre-recirculation Final EIR regarding alternatives considered but
discarded, the range of alternatives, and the ability of a feasible alternative to reduce
significant traffic impacts.

•

Section 7.0, References – This section includes additional references used in the Partial
Recirculated Draft EIR.

•

Appendix D – Appendix D, California Emissions Estimator Model Worksheets, provides
worksheets and results of the updated emissions model runs using CalEEMod Version
2016.3.1.

•

Appendix E – Appendix E, Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Traffic Study,
includes the updated TIA with consideration and analysis of the revised list of
cumulatively considered projects and was provided to inform the analysis provided in
Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.

•

Appendix F – Appendix F, Native American Consultation, includes additional letters
relating to the Native American consultation process initiated and completed by the City
in conformance with Assembly Bill 52 and Senate Bill 18 to assist in public review of new
Section 3.14, Tribal Cultural Resources.

The Partial Recirculated Draft EIR was circulated to the public for a 45-day public review and
comment period pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c). During the 45-day public
comment period, from October 6, 2017 to November 20, 2017, a total of 10 individual comment
letters were received (see Section 8.0, Response to Comments).
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1.1.7

Scope of EIR

This EIR assesses the potential environmental impacts of developing the Project area in
accordance with the Specific Plan. The scope of this EIR includes assessment and evaluation of
potentially significant environmental issues, comments in response to the NOP, and scoping
discussions among consulting staff and the City. The NOP and comment letters received during
the NOP review period are included in Appendix B. The initial study and scoping phase
determined that the Specific Plan may result in potentially significant impacts with respect to the
following issue areas, which are addressed in detail in this EIR:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Aesthetics
Air Quality
Geology and Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use and Planning
Noise
Population and Housing
Public Services
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic
Utilities and Service Systems
Energy Conservation
Tribal Cultural Resources

This EIR addresses the issues referenced above and identifies environmental impacts, including
Project area-specific and cumulative effects of the Project, in accordance with the provisions set
forth in the CEQA Guidelines. In addition, the EIR recommends feasible mitigation measures,
where possible, that would reduce or eliminate adverse environmental effects.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15128 (Effects Not Found to Be Significant),
environmental impacts related to Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources,
Cultural Resources, Mineral Resources, and Recreation were not considered significant
(Section 4.0, Other CEQA Considerations).
Cumulative project impacts, which give consideration to other large, discretionary projects in the
immediate vicinity that are expected to be operational by the time the Project would be
implemented, are discussed in each resource area analysis section of the EIR. Cumulative
project analyses represent a comprehensive assessment of potential impacts on City resources
using a list of past, present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative
impacts (refer to Chapter 3.0, Cumulative Impacts).
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Consistent with CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6[d]), this EIR includes the assessment of a range of
reasonable alternatives to the Project to allow for comparative analyses and foster informed
decision making and public participation (refer to Chapter 5.0, Alternatives).

1.2

SPECIFIC PLAN BACKGROUND AND REGIONAL CONTEXT

The City of Fountain Valley was incorporated in 1957, and has a long history of agricultural
production, primarily in field crops such as sugar beets, beans, barley, wheat, and since the
1930s, fruit and vegetable truck crops. The City experienced rapid growth during the 1960s
within the framework of a 1962 Master Plan.
The City Council adopted the Industrial Area Redevelopment Project in November 16, 1976,
which encompassed 498 acres on the eastern edge of the City, bounded by Warner Avenue to
the north, the Santa Ana River to the east, Ellis Avenue to the south, and Ward Street and
Euclid Street to the west. The current Project area encompasses the majority of the former
Industrial Area Redevelopment Plan Area (City of Fountain Valley 1995).
Since the 1980s there have been numerous additions and improvements in the Redevelopment
Plan Area as a result of the former Agency for Community Development efforts. The public
improvements that the former Agency for Community Development performed, such as the
development of the Newhope Extension Retail Center, the Mile Square Recreation Park
Expansion, the Los Caballeros Condominiums, and various intersection improvements and
sidewalk upgrades, were key contributors to the attraction of businesses.
The majority of the southern portion of the Industrial Area Redevelopment Plan Area remains
underutilized. This portion is bisected by I-405 and is made up primarily of 1970s concrete tilt-up
buildings. Within the confines of this area there are approximately 320,000 vehicle trips per day
on I-405 and between 20,000 to 30,000 vehicle trips per day each on Euclid Street and Ellis
Avenue (Caltrans 2014; City of Fountain Valley 2013).
In October 2013, a city-wide Strategic Plan
was established. One of the goals set out in
the three-year plan was “Enhance Economic
Development,” and a supportive objective was
established that called for staff to, “Identify and
recommend to the City Council for
consideration and direction a geographic
area(s) for business development, including
vision for the area(s) and strategy(ies) for
achieving it/them.” In April 2014, the City
Council was presented with the recommended
areas of the City to focus renewal efforts.
Included in the presentation was the Euclid/I1-10

Close proximity to highly traveled transportation
routes (I-405, Ellis Ave, and Euclid Street) provides
market opportunities for the Project area.
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405 District, which was formerly part of the Industrial Area Redevelopment Project Area and is
the current Project area. This area has been identified by the City as an area that is no longer
being used to its full potential. While once vibrant with light manufacturing and warehouse uses,
today the Project area contains a mix of somewhat incompatible uses, code enforcement
violations, and some properties with maintenance issues.

1.3

AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY

CEQA requires that an EIR identify areas of controversy known to the Lead Agency, including
issues raised by the agency as well as the public (CEQA Guidelines §15123). Based on City
Council and Planning Commission meetings, public workshops held in 2015, and public letters
received on the NOP, the following environmental issues are known to be of concern and may
be controversial. Each issue is further discussed in this EIR:
•
•
•
•
•

1.4

Building height and mass, considering proximity to residential land uses;
Neighborhood compatibility and aesthetic between the business park and surrounding
residential areas;
Parking availability within the Project area;
Transportation demand and congestion management; and
Utility infrastructure and dependent resources.

ORGANIZATION OF THE EIR

This EIR is organized into the following eight sections:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Section 1.0, Introduction, summarizes the background of the proposed projects and
explains the environmental review process.
Section 2.0, Project Description, provides a detailed description of the proposed
project.
Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis and Mitigation, provides the existing
environmental conditions, analyzes the proposed project, cumulative and residual
impacts and recommends feasible mitigation measures.
Section 4.0, Other CEQA Considerations, identifies insignificant issue areas, as well
as significant and irreversible, growth-inducing, and unavoidable effects.
Section 5.0, Alternatives, describes alternatives to the proposed projects, and identifies
the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Section 6.0, List of Preparers, identifies the EIR project team.
Section 7.0, References, provides documents and interviews used as a basis of
information for preparing the EIR.
Section 8.0, Response to Comments, provides responses to public letters and
comments that are given during public review of the DEIR.
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•
•

1-12

Section 9.0, Corrections and Additions, reflects all changes and/or updates that are
made to the DEIR between circulation of the public DEIR and issuance of the Final EIR.
Appendices, Appendices to the EIR include the IS, NOP and NOP comment letters, the
MMRP, which provides the monitoring and reporting program requirements for each
mitigation measure recommended in the EIR, and supporting technical studies used as a
basis of information and analyses in preparation of the EIR.
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2.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The primary goal of the proposed Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP) Project
(Project) is to enhance the physical attractiveness, community value, and functionality of the
Project site area. To achieve this goal, the FVCSP contains objectives to enable and facilitate a
revitalization plan to attract new revenue generating businesses to the area, in addition to
providing a new downtown area. Initiatives would include a net increase in development of
258,010 square feet (sf) of transit-accessible light industrial, office and limited retail uses, and an
estimated addition of 491 residential units within the Project area. The FVCSP would guide this
development through adoption of new urban form strategies and development standards,
including architectural guidelines, and include facilitation of redevelopment of existing Class B
and C structures 1. The FVCSP would also address circulation and mobility through pedestrian,
bike, transit, and streetscape improvements. The FVCSP would ensure that new development
respects and integrates transition areas between the District’s current mix of industrial buildings,
the surrounding residential neighborhoods, and proximity to Interstate 405 (I-405).

2.1

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

The City of Fountain Valley (City) is proposing to adopt the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific
Plan (FVCSP) Project (Project) to guide development for the Project area, an important office and
industrial center of the City warranting a land use update. In January 2016, the City released the
draft FVCSP that outlines allowable development within the 162-acre planning area and the goals,
objectives, development standards, preservation strategies, circulation and other public service
improvements, and implementation strategies to guide such development, consistent with goals
identified in the City’s General Plan Land Use Element and Circulation Element. This FVCSP
serves as the basis of the project description analyzed in this Program Environmental Impact
Report (EIR). The FVCSP includes policy and program components to address proposed building
form, height, development standards and strategies for open space, community benefits, and
circulation. These standards also effectively define and limit maximum foreseeable future growth
and development, often described as Plan buildout that could occur within the Project area. This
EIR for the FVCSP evaluates potential impacts of reasonably foreseeable development permitted
under the FVCSP and that of several alternatives. The information in this EIR can be used by the
public and City decision-makers to inform key issues and aid during refinement of the final
FVCSP. The FVCSP can be viewed online at: http://www.fountainvalley.org/341/Fountain-ValleyCrossings-Specific-Plan.

The Building Owners and Managers Association (BOMA) defines three types of office space based on a combination
of factors including rent, building finishes, amenities, location, market perception, etc.:
•
Class A Most prestigious buildings competing for premier office users with above average rents.
•
Class B Buildings competing for a wide range of users with rents in the average range for the area.
•
Class C Buildings competing for tenants requiring functional space at rents below the average for the area.

1
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2.1.1

Project Location

The Project is located in the City of Fountain Valley, within Orange County (Figure 2-1). The City
of Fountain Valley is located within northern Orange County, approximately 30 miles southeast of
downtown Los Angeles and 4 miles inland of the Pacific Ocean, and is bordered by the cities of
Huntington Beach on the south and west, Westminster and Garden Grove on the north, Santa
Ana on the northeast, and Costa Mesa on the southeast. The Project area is roughly bounded by
Ward Street to the west, Talbert Avenue to the north, the Santa Ana River to the east, Ellis Avenue
to the south, and is bisected by the Interstate 405 (I-405) freeway, which runs diagonally northwest
to southeast through the Project area. The Project area also includes the Hyundai and Fry’s
properties within these geographic boundaries. The Project area covers approximately 0.24
square miles within the 9.03-square mile City.

The 162-acre Project area, which straddles I-405 to the northeast and southwest, encompasses primarily one- to
two-story light industrial and commercial manufacturing buildings with surface parking lots often set back from
surrounding streets, which are sporadically lined with street trees. Wide 4- to 6-lane roads such as Ellis Avenue,
Ward Street, Talbert Avenue, and Euclid Street traverse and abut the Project area and provide access to the regional
road network of I-405. Discontinuous internal roads, incomplete sidewalks in places and wide auto-oriented roads
can limit or discourage pedestrian and bike mobility.
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2.0 Project Description

2.1.2

Project Background

2.1.2.1 Fountain Valley Development History
The City of Fountain Valley was incorporated in 1957, and has long history of agricultural
production, primarily sugar beets, beans, barley, wheat, and since the 1930s, fruit and vegetable
truck crops. The City experienced rapid growth during the 1960s within the framework of a Master
Plan adopted in 1962. The majority of the properties within the Plan area are zoned and used in
accordance with the City’s Light Manufacturing zoning standards.
The Project area encompasses the majority of the former Industrial Area Redevelopment Project
Area. Since the 1980s there have been numerous additions and improvements in this area. The
public improvements that the former Agency for Community Development performed, such as the
development of the Newhope Extension Retail Center and various intersection improvements and
sidewalk upgrades, were key contributors to the attraction of businesses.
The majority of the southern
portion of the Industrial
Area
Redevelopment
Project
Area
remains
underutilized. This portion is
bisected by I-405 and is
made up primarily of 1970s
concrete tilt-up buildings.
Within the confines of this
area,
there
are
approximately
350,000
vehicle trips per day on I405 and between 20,000 to
30,000 vehicle trips per day
each on Euclid Street and
Ellis Avenue.

Lower-scale one- and two-story concrete tilt-up structures were constructed
throughout the Project area up until the 1980s. Many of these buildings, although
altered and remodeled over the years, front along the Project area’s streets and
surrounding thoroughfares, with minimal landscaping including non-native
species.

In October 2013, a City-wide Strategic Plan was established. One of the goals set out in the 3year plan was “Enhance Economic Development,” and a supportive objective was established
that called for staff to “Identify and recommend to the City Council for consideration and direction
a geographic area(s) for business development, including vision for the area(s) and strategy(ies)
for achieving it/them.” In April 2014, the City Council was presented with the recommended areas
of the City to focus renewal efforts. Included in the presentation was the Euclid/I-405 District,
which was formerly part of the Industrial Area Redevelopment Project Area. While once vibrant
with light manufacturing and warehouse uses, today the area contains a mix of somewhat
incompatible uses, code enforcement violations, and some properties with deferred maintenance
issues.
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2.1.2.2 FVCSP Process
The FVCSP is intended to guide future development with adoption of new policies and
development standards to enhance economic development with revenue-generating employment
centers supported by compatible residential and commercial growth, while ensuring protection of
the community’s quality of life and provision of community benefits. Specific plans are a planning
tool used for the systematic implementation of general plan policies and individual development
proposals in a defined area. State law (Government Code §65450) authorizes local planning
agencies to adopt specific plans for implementation of their general plans in designated areas.
Specific plans are required to include types of uses, development and design standards, and
improvements to public facilities and infrastructure. Specific plans are a useful bridge between
the broad policies of the General Plan and the prescriptive standards of the Zoning Ordinance.
Additional regulations, conditions, programs, standards, and guidelines help implement the vision
for
long-range
and
integrated
development of the specific plan area.
The FVCSP was initiated in August
2014 and has since been subject to
three public community workshops and
one joint study session with the City
Council and Planning Commission.
A series of three public community
workshops allowed for collaboration
between residents, other stakeholders,
City staff, and project consultants
regarding concepts for the FVCSP.
The Project area experiences demand for attractive, upgraded
development along I-405 corridor to attract high-profile, with
These workshops extended from
redevelopment towards more office than manufacturing
February 18, 2015 to July 15, 2015,
structures and associated uses.
and addressed topics such as existing
issues and opportunities within the area, economics and workplace trends, neighborhood
compatibility, concerns related to overall potential development levels, land use, building design
concerns such as transitional building heights, buffers, and pedestrian connections.
Significant components of the FVCSP were shaped through this public outreach process. The
community objectives, revitalization strategy, and envisioned future Project area in the FVCSP
reflect concerns raised by the public during this initial planning and public outreach process. The
FVCSP also addresses key community concerns including circulation and infrastructure, land use,
and implementation. The FVCSP will be further modified and refined through the EIR process and
by additional public comment and will form the basis for the final FVCSP.
As part of FVCSP process, this EIR was prepared to analyze the effects of the proposed FVCSP.
This EIR will be considered alongside the final FVCSP by City decision-makers. Substantial
opportunities for public comment will be provided during this process. Following adoption If
adopted by the City Council, the FVCSP will would govern land use and development within the
Project area.
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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2.2

EXISTING PROJECT AREA SETTING

2.2.1.1 Existing Land Uses and Development
2.2.1.2 Land Use Overview
The Project area is currently occupied by various light industrial (e.g., warehousing), retail, and
office land uses within the City’s former Industrial Redevelopment Plan Area. The entire Project
area is zoned as M1, “manufacturing,” and the General Plan land use designation for the entire
Project area is “commercial manufacturing.” Adjacent areas support residential neighborhoods,
the Orange County Sanitation Treatment Plant, and additional industrial uses east of the Santa
Ana River. Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 535 and Assembly Bill (AB) 1550, the California Air
Resources Board (CARB), working with California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA),
identifies disadvantaged and low-income household communities to ensure that they are not
disproportionately burdened by local or regional air pollution. The Project site is designated as a
low-income community by CARB; however, the Project area and the City are not indicative of the
disadvantaged community criteria, as average household incomes are greater than 80 percent of
the statewide average annual income. Further, this area is not designated as a community that is
considered substantially burdened by local or regional air pollution (CARB 2017).
The Project area is approximately 162 acres, with 101 parcels ranging from less than 0.1 acres
to approximately 18.0 acres. The Project area is fully developed with no notable vacant lands.
The Project area supports approximately 3.1 million sf of existing development, of which
approximately 111,843 sf are currently vacant. Land use designation within the Project area is
primarily commercial manufacturing, though sub-types of this land use designation exist within
the Project area and some office commercial development exists in the northwestern corner. No
residential uses exist within the Project area. Existing development within the 3.1 million sf is
detailed in Table 2-1.
The majority of the properties have been developed to Light Manufacturing zoning standards with
high lot coverage (approximately 37 percent floor area ratio [FAR] within the 162 acres) and one
or two parking spaces per 1,000 sf of building floor space. While many of the existing structures
within the Project area are large warehouse-type buildings used by single businesses, there are
also multiple commercial uses located within a building or complex as well as commercial uses in
smaller buildings. Commercial businesses include various clothing outlets, furniture and hardware
stores, auto body shops, industrial manufacturing sites, music stores, restaurants and eateries,
etc. Since 2016, major industrial and office tenants in the Project area include Fry’s Electronics,
Guitar Center, Hyundai Motor America, and Ashley Furniture Home Store. Parking onsite consists
of surface parking lots, and there are no aboveground or subterranean parking structures.
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Table 2-1.

Existing Development within Project Area
Land Use Type

Industrial
Office

Square Footage
486,617
690,407
(~470k = Hyundai)

Showroom Wholesale / Commercial

1,439,997

Auto Sales, Parts, & Services

217,142

Retail, Restaurants, Personal & Business Services

143,752

Vacant

111,843

Total

3,089,758

Existing vegetation consists almost entirely of planted landscape species and includes many
mature specimen trees located both along area roadways and on private properties. The City’s
Tree Program provides tree services through the City’s Landscape Division, and utilizes Best
Management Practices in accordance with the Department of Pesticide Regulation. The City’s
Tree Maintenance, Removal, and Reforestation Policy establishes goals to provide for the care,
maintenance, and conservation of parkway trees, in addition to giving special consideration to
compatibility in commercial areas with regard to aesthetics and signage visibility. City approved
tree species are contained within the City’s “Parkway Tree Replacement List”, which contains 19
deciduous and evergreen trees. At least eight of the trees are considered “drought tolerant”.
The Project area is approximately 30 feet (ft) above mean sea level (msl) with generally level
topography sloping between 0 and 2 percent grades. Drainage is primarily collected and
conveyed to the Fountain Valley Channel and the Santa Ana River. The Fountain Valley Channel
runs adjacent to the northwest portion of the Project area and passes through the western portion
of the Project area. The Santa Ana River runs adjacent to the eastern edge of the Project area,
flowing in a southwest direction. In the vicinity of the Project area, both the Fountain Valley
Channel and the Santa Ana River consist of channelized drainage features with concrete
embankments (Figure 2-2).

2.2.1.3 Transportation System Overview
The Project area is accessed by a number of existing roadways constructed and classified
consistent with City standards, including Primary Arterials (Talbert Avenue and Euclid Street),
Secondary Arterials (Ward Street and Ellis Avenue), and a Freeway (I-405). A collection of local
roads connect with these arterials and wind through the industrial park (Figure 2-2). Key roads
include:
•

I-405, a 12-lane freeway that diagonally traverses northwest to southeast through the
center of the Project area, with access via Newhope Street and the junction of Ellis Avenue
with Euclid Street.
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2.0 Project Description

•

•

•

•

Talbert Avenue, an east to west, six-lane Primary Arterial with two to three pocket turn
lanes located adjacent to, and providing access along, the northern border of the Project
area. Bordering the Project area, the street typically carries approximately 24,000 to
28,000 average daily trips (ADT), with a level of service (LOS) “A”.
Euclid Street, a north to south, six-lane Primary Arterial with one to two pocket turn lanes
located in the center of the northern region of the Project area, intersecting with Talbert
Avenue and Newhope Street, eventually turning into Ellis Avenue south of I-405. Within
the Project area, the street typically carries approximately 30,000 ADT, with LOS “A”.
Ward Street, a north to south, two- to four-lane Secondary Arterial with one to two pocket
turn lanes located adjacent to, and providing access along, the western border of the
Project area. Bordering the Project area, the street typically carries approximately 11,000
ADT, with LOS “A”.
Ellis Avenue, an east to west, four-lane Secondary Arterial with one to two pocket turn
lanes located adjacent to, and providing access along, the southern border of the Project
area, eventually turning into Euclid Street as it curves northeast in the southeastern corner
of the Project area. Bordering the Project area, the street typically carries approximately
28,000 ADT, with LOS “F”.

Regional transit services include bus transit services operated by the Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA). These bus routes support headways of 20 15 minutes to hourly,
depending on the route and time of day. Lines within the Project area include the following:
•

OCTA Route 37/37A – La Habra to Fountain Valley via Euclid Street; and

•

OCTA Route 76 – Huntington Beach to Newport Beach via Talbert Avenue/MacArthur
Boulevard; and

•

OCTA Route 172- Huntington Beach to Costa Mesa via Main Street/Garfield Avenue/Ellis
Avenue/MacArthur Boulevard/Sunflower Street.

There is no passenger rail service within the City of Fountain Valley. Bike facilities in the Project
area include a Class II Bike Path along Ward Street. Additionally, the Santa Ana River Trail runs
along the west side of the Santa Ana River adjacent to the Project area. Sidewalks exist on all
City roads, including those within and adjacent to the Project area.

2.2.2

General Plan Land Use Designations and Zoning within the Project Area

Existing land use designations within the Project area are set forth in the City’s 1995 Land Use
Element. The Land Use Element outlines contemporary workforce areas for employees,
companies, and residents that would increase industrial and office intensity, while integrating with
the existing street system. The Land Use Element guides future development through land use
designations, zoning regulations, and policies to control the type, design, location, and scale of
future development. The Land Use Element also recognizes that district-specific strategies and
actions are essential to achieving the City’s objectives for sustainable development and citywide
livability. For dynamic industrial and office areas such as the Project area, the Land Use Element
directs the City to set forth detailed implementation programs, set FARs, and detail the
improvements necessary to serve the intended intensity of development without negative impact
for the area or its environs.
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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The Land Use Element designates a majority of the Project area as a “Commercial Manufacturing”
District, with one approximately 4.7-acre parcel designated as “Office Commercial” in the
northwestern corner and an approximately 0.9-acre land area designated as “Specific Plan”
located in the southeastern center of the Project area, as described below and indicated within
Figure 2-3:

Figure 2-3.
Zoning

•

2

Current Land Use and

The “Commercial Manufacturing” land use designation allows for a mix of office and clean,
light industrial and retail uses within an integrated development setting. Permitted uses
include research and development facilities, administrative offices, corporate
headquarters, and limited amounts of light industrial development and related retail.
Service and retail uses incidental to and supportive of these primary uses are also allowed.
A maximum FAR of 0.60 applies to this land use designation.
o Corresponding zoning of M1 – “Manufacturing” 2, allowing for a mix of commercial
and manufacturing uses, applies to the “Commercial Manufacturing” land use
designation within the Project area.

Also referred to as CM – “Commercial Manufacturing” District in the City’s 1995 Land Use Element.
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•

•

2.2.3

The “Office Commercial” land use designation is established to accommodate low-scale
professional office uses in areas where such development may serve as a buffer between
two less compatible land uses. Business such as professional offices, medical offices, and
financial institutions are appropriate uses in this category. Permitted commercial uses are
limited to those directly related to professional office operations. A maximum FAR of 0.50
applies to this land use designation.
o Corresponding zoning of CP – “Commercial, Administrative, Professional Office”,
allowing development of administrative or professional offices, with a minimum lot
size of 7,200, applies to the “Office Commercial” land use designation within the
Project area.
The “Specific Plan” land use designation provides policies, standards, and criteria for the
developed area associated with the Orange County Sanitation District property. Specific
plans set forth implementation programs, floor area ratios, and improvements necessary
to serve the intended intensity of development within the area.
O Corresponding zoning of SP – “Specific Plan” applies to the “Specific Plan” land
use designation within the Project area.

Surrounding Land Uses

Land uses adjacent to the Project area are variable, but include primarily single-family and multifamily residences, office and industrial uses, and a regional water sanitation facility (see Figure
2-2). Low- and medium-density residential uses are located to the north and west of the Project
area. These include single-family homes to the north and west, and professional offices and RV
sales to the west of the Hyundai Motor America facility. To the south of the Project area is the
Orange County Sanitation District Treatment Plant. Light industrial and commercial uses similar
to those found within the Project area exist to the east across the Santa Ana River.
Adjacent General Plan land use designations and existing development are further described in
Section 3.7 Land Use, and are briefly summarized below:
•

•

•

North—The Low Density Residential designation is located to the northwest and is
developed as part of the Green Valley residential neighborhood with primarily single-family
homes. The Local Commercial designation occurs directly north and is developed with
small services buildings for food and local business uses. The Specific Plan designation
is adjacent to the northeast and contains operational agricultural fields located adjacent to
the western Green Valley residential neighborhoods and a consumer plaza containing a
large Costco Wholesale facility and other businesses in the eastern portion of this land
use designation.
East—The Santa Ana River abuts the Project area, and beyond the river lies a mixture of
industrial facilities within the City of Costa Mesa which are bordered by residential uses to
the south.
South—The Commercial Manufacturing land use designation occurs to the southwest and
the Specific Plan designation occurs to the southeast. The Commercial Manufacturing
area contains offices for the Orange County Water District (OCWD) and additional
industrial facilities. The adjacent Specific Plan area contains the Orange County Sanitation
District facility.

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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•

2.3

West—The Low Density Residential designation occurs to the southwest with primarily
single-family homes, the Medium-Density Residential designation is directly to the west,
and the Office Commercial designation exists to the northwest. The Low-Density
Residential area contains multiple parks and a school, the Medium-Density Residential
area abuts I-405, and the Office Commercial area contains a companion site for Mike
Thompson’s RV Super Store, half of which is also located in the western region of the
Project area. Neighborhoods to the west of Ward Street include the Greenbrook
Community and the Tiburon Condominiums.

PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed FVCSP would guide future development within approximately 162 acres of light
industrial/commercial uses in the southeastern portion of the City of Fountain Valley. The Project
area is currently occupied by various light industrial (e.g., warehousing), retail, and office land
uses and is the City’s former Industrial Redevelopment Project Area. The FVCSP would include
a Land Use Element; Infrastructure Element; and an Implementation, Financing, and Phasing
Element to assist in the revitalization of this light industrial area while respecting existing, thriving
businesses. The FVCSP would promote reinvestment with a mix of uses including residential,
retail, and office land uses and provide
facilities and streetscapes that encourage
community gathering. As envisioned,
enhancement of this area would result in
reinvestment, which would transform the
Project site into the City’s core area of
civic, commercial, and neighborhood
activities. The FVCSP would guide this
future reuse of the existing industrial
business park land uses, addressing the
type, location, intensity, and design of
mixed-use buildings, as well as
transportation and public infrastructure
The FVCSP would address sustainable and transit-oriented
development to create a modern innovation district within the
improvements. The City intends to work
City of Fountain Valley, and guide additional development
with the community, including property
pursuits in the area.
and business owners to tailor the FVCSP
to accommodate projected growth in a manner that fosters development of a vibrant and desirable
mixed-use area.
The FVCSP sets forth allowable development and includes policies and development standards
to reduce or avoid impacts due to development and set reasonable caps on development capacity
based on the magnitude of the impacts and mitigation efforts. The FVCSP balances development
capacity between actual developer/property owner development interests and community
concerns regarding appropriate levels of growth with available services and resources.
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2.3.1

Project Objectives

The FVCSP includes proposed standards, strategies, and policies guided by the following
concepts established by the City of Fountain Valley and through the FVCSP’s community
outreach:
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Plan Comprehensively: While recognizing largely built-out conditions, enable new public
and private investment for continual growth and development for a distinct Project area
with centers, street patterns, and local identity, maintaining the City’s historic leadership
in proactive planning.
Capture Value: Plan the Project area to anticipate workplace, retail and housing trends,
allowing for transition over time in relation to market realities. In the long-term, allow for
office users that seek I-405 visibility and access to attract high-value employment,
strengthen the City’s image, and build on the presence of major workplace investments in
the Project area.
Develop a New Activity Center: Enable and promote new investment that supports a
successful district cluster of experiential retail, dining, and entertainment activity in the
district. By creating a “place to go” for district workers and the larger community, help to
provide attractive retail and services.
Support Existing Businesses: Upgrade the district for businesses and workers through
new lunchtime and after-work retail destinations, improved pedestrian, bike and transit
facilities, enhanced landscaping, and modernized infrastructure.
Protect Adjacent Neighborhoods: Ensure that new development adjacent to existing
residential neighborhoods is shaped in scale and character for compatibility, including
improvements to the streetscape aesthetic and functional use.
Growth with City Assets: Considering the district’s proximity to neighboring and regional
concentrations of workplace areas extending toward John Wayne Airport, major retail
concentrations, hospitals, institutions, and the presence of the Santa Ana River Trail, build
on the available access and visibility to grow a vital and attractive urban district. The district
would support a mix of workers, customers, city residents, pedestrians, transit riders, and
visitors.
Help Satisfy Unmet Housing Demand: In formats and locations compatible with workplace
settings, enable housing development that helps meet demand for those who prioritize
close proximity to shopping, dining, entertainment, and work.
Improve Multi-modal Mobility: While continuing to improve motor vehicle access and
maintaining minimum community mobility standards, evolve the street network into more
pedestrian, transit and bicycle friendly “Complete Streets” to better connect within the
district and link it with the City’s bike and transit network, the Santa Ana River Trail, and
surrounding districts and neighborhoods.
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2.3.2

Potential Future Buildout and Development Scenario

Full implementation of the FVCSP is expected to
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is the
occur through construction of both private
relationship of a building's total
developments and public improvements scheduled by
floor area to the size of the piece
the City. The Project area contains approximately
of land upon which it is built. The
3,089,758 sf of industrial and commercial
terms can also refer to limits
development; the FVCSP would enable an estimated
imposed on such a ratio to
net increase of 258,010 sf of such land use
regulate the size of a building.
development as well as 491 residential units. The
FVCSP outlines 11 distinct blocks within the Project
area that would experience varied levels of buildout reduction or growth. These quantities were
estimated at 958,122 sf of existing development that would likely be removed or experience a
change of use within the Project area in the process of redevelopment and buildout. Under the
FVCSP, approximately 1,216,132 sf of replacement construction and/or redevelopment would
also occur, for a Project area building square footage total of 3,347,768 sf, or approximately
258,010 sf of net growth as detailed below in Table 2-2.
Assuming 100 percent buildout of the area and no vacant building space, the Project area would
be redeveloped with approximately 162,202 sf of niche retail (and some mixed-use) building
space, 811,408 sf of office building space, 7,791 sf of industrial space, and 234,731 sf of
warehouse commercial space, in addition to 491 residential units over at least three of the distinct
Project area blocks to satisfy community interest in a balance between existing uses and business
development needs in the area.
Table 2-2.

FVCSP Potential Net Increase in Building Space/Residential Units

Land Use

Existing
District

Demolished/
Redeveloped

Constructed/
Redeveloped

Net Change

New District

Land Use Types
Retail

143,752 sf

28,192 sf

162,202 sf

+ 134,010 sf

277,762 sf

Retail (Auto)

217,142 sf

103,537 sf

0 sf

- 103,537 sf

113,605 sf

Office

690,407 sf

25,876 sf

811,408 sf

+ 785,532 sf

1,475,939 sf

Industrial

486,617 sf

135,574 sf

7,791 sf

- 127,783 sf

358,834 sf

1,439,997 sf

553,100 sf

234,731 sf

- 318,369 sf

1,121,628 sf

111,843 sf

111,843 sf

0 sf

- 111,843 sf

0 sf

3,089,758 sf

958,122 sf

1,216,132 sf

+ 258,010 sf

3,347,768 sf

0 units

--

--

+ 491 units

491 units

Warehouse
Commercial
Vacant
Total
Other
Residential
Units
sf = square feet
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The development buildout would enable a greater variety of district characteristics to develop
within the Project vicinity. A central Activity Core area, Activity Clusters, and open space areas
interspersed throughout the district, would support communal interaction with retail and
entertainment opportunities available for business-oriented services. Though buildout FAR is
estimated to between 0.35 and 1.00 for growth with Project implementation, the FVCSP would
rely on a form-based code, in which allowable uses are specified and the focus of the physical
development code is on the physical performance of individual development projects. As such,
the market and design approval process would direct the resulting configurations and associated
FAR. A summary of the proposed additions are included in Table 2-3:
Table 2-3.

Proposed Build-Out and Applicable FAR under the FVCSP

Condition

Workplace (msf)

Housing Units

Workplace FAR

Housing du/ac

Existing (2016)

3.1

0

0.44

0

Removed

0.9

n/a

n/a

New Construction

1.1

491

Net Growth

0.2

Build-out

3.3

n/a

0.35-1.00

1

n/a

491

0.35-1.00

1

20 – 40

491

0.46

20 – 40

msf = million square feet, FAR = floor area ratio, du/ac = dwelling units per acre
1estimated; FAR would not be a regulatory measure dictating development within the Project area

Under proposed FVCSP standards, future buildings would generally be from one to four stories in
height with associated street trees and public improvements (e.g., sidewalk, parking). The most
prevalent types of development would be office and industrial-use buildings with pedestrian-friendly
streetscapes. However, worker-serving uses, such as restaurants and commercial services, would
also be permitted and encouraged throughout the Project area via an Activity Core and potential
Activity Clusters, as further discussed below. Taller structures of up to six stories would be
conditionally permitted, and pending development projects that exceed or amend the parameters
of the proposed FVCSP would be subject to separate and/or concurrent environmental review
processes in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

2.4

PROJECT COMPONENTS

The Project consists of the proposed adoption of the FVCSP and associated Zoning Ordinance
amendments. The proposed FVCSP would establish the framework to guide future development
and redevelopment within the Project area. Consistent with the Project Objectives identified
above, the FVCSP would:
•
•

•

Implement the vision, goals, and policies established in the City General Plan.
Replace previous land use and development regulations per Section 21.12.020 contained
within the Fountain Valley Municipal Code for the Project area with those detailed within
the FVCSP Development Code, to guide all future building and redevelopment projects.
Describe the intended FVCSP physical changes to encourage new investment and
achieve both private and public interests within the unique Project area.

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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•
•
•
•

Ultimately build greater value than separate projects may achieve, by embodying a
common purpose that investors can rely upon, contribute to, and derive value from.
Overlay zones to alter allowable urban form requirements (building height, setbacks, etc.)
within various designated blocks.
Establish an Activity Center and spaced Activity Clusters to facilitate district connectivity,
quality of life, and recapture retail and services opportunities.
Establish areas to enable housing for up to 491 residential units.

The FVCSP’s primary components and programs are organized into three “Books”, summarized
in Table 2-4.
Table 2-4.

FVCSP Primary Components and Programs

Book Number

Book Title

Book Information

Book 1

Community Intent

Outlines the necessity for the FVCSP community objectives,
revitalization strategy, and the envisioned future district.

Book 2

Development
Code

Governs all private development actions proposed for
properties within the Project area, used to evaluate
development projects, improvement plans, and zoning
clearance applications.

Book 3

City Actions

Details revitalization and ongoing capital improvements,
supported by community action and investment programs.
Initiatives to improve streetscape, circulation, and public
facilities are described.

2.4.1

Urban Form, Land Use, and Development Standards

The FVCSP would regulate urban form of new development, including building height, mass, and
form, through development standards for future projects within the Project area. The proposed
land use plan for the Project area would allow retail, residential, and general office land uses to
enhance the area’s role as a City center for business, entertainment, and community benefits
within a more pedestrian and bicycle friendly environment. Some light industrial land uses would
still be allowed in all districts except the Activity Core District’s target area. Implementation of the
FVCSP and the four distinct Districts would provide community benefits such as road connectivity,
transitional buffer areas, open space, and office and industrial growth. Additionally, as part of the
regulating plan, the FVCSP would also provide urban design standards that address building
setbacks, building façade setbacks, upper level floor limitations, and maximum building widths
and separation between massing elements.
The FVCSP would also likely require projects that wish to reduce the necessary minimum parking
requirements to prepare a transportation demand management plan as further described in
Section 2.4.2, and coordinated with the Transportation Management Association.
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2.4.1.1 FVCSP Community Intent (Book 1)
The purpose of the FVCSP is to establish a planning and design framework that orchestrates
public and private investments to ultimately build greater value than any separate project could
practically achieve - in accordance with market forces and the community’s vision. It is intended
to describe common goals that all investors can rely upon, contribute to, and develop value from.
As the first of three “Books” of the FVCSP, Book I describes the FVCSP’s intended physical
outcomes as new investment creates change in the Project area and its environs. This Book also
describes the means by which the community intends to both encourage new investment and
guide its form to the mutual benefit of both private and public interests. The intended physical
outcomes and revitalization strategies form the basis of the regulations and planned public actions
contained in Book II and Book III of this Plan, respectively. By making the community’s intent
clear, Book I can provide guidance for instances or opportunities not specifically covered by the
development regulations or public improvements contained in Books II and III.
FVCSP Districts
The FVCSP delineates four Districts to organize the Development Standards within the Project
area (Figure 2-4). These include the Activity Core, Workplace Neighborhood, Workplace Gateway
Segment, and Mixed Industry Districts. Additionally, Activity Clusters would have a similar
purpose to the Activity Core and may occur in any of the Districts. They would be small clusters
of local, convenience-oriented retail and service uses that cater to the needs of workplace and
nearby neighborhoods and are pedestrian and bicycle friendly.
The following goals and regulatory proposals are outlined for each respective District in the
projected FVCSP, and development code highlights are included in Table 2-5:
Activity Core District: Development of 98 acres of Activity Core would offer a focal
Center that offers commercial goods and services as well as community services that
cater to the immediate district as well as the entire City and surrounding region. This would
be a place of more concentrated activity served by comfortable walking streets and
paseos, and nearby transit service set amidst a mix of ground-level dining, shopping and
entertainment venues, workplaces, offices, lodging, and homes. Building heights would
range from one to four stories tall, but would conditionally permit a maximum of six story
structures.
The Activity Core would be located north of I-405 and south of Talbert Avenue, extending
to the Santa Ana River to the east and the Fountain Valley Channel to the west. The
Activity Core overlay would encompass large amounts of the Workplace Neighborhood
and Workplace Gateway Districts (Figure 2-4).
A developer would be able to submit a request for Activity Core regulations to be applied
to any property that is within the respective Activity Core Overlay Zone as shown in
Figure 2-4. Only one Activity Core will be approved within the Project area, and upon
approval of the request, all Activity Core regulations would apply.
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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Stories

Details

Activity Core Overlay

98

1 to 6

Activity Core Target Area

N/A

N/A

Mixed Industry District

41

1 to 4

Industrial mix of uses focused on upgrading existing buildings
and connectivity.

Workplace Gateway District

74

1 to 6

High value, professional office development with excellent
I-405 visibility and access.

Workplace Neighborhood
District

49

1 to 4

Mixed commercial and residential uses to support the Project area
and transition to surrounding land uses.

Other

N/A

N/A

Mixed retail, entertainment, and community services to cater
to the project area.
N/A

N/A

Proposed Project Land Use Districts
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Table 2-5.

FVCSP Proposed Districts Urban Form Development Standards (Contained in Book 2)
Activity Core District

Workplace
Neighborhood District

Workplace Gateway
District

Mixed Industry District

General
Height

Minimum 24 ft
Maximum 72 ft
1 to 4 (can add 2 stories
conditionally)

Minimum 24 ft
Maximum 48 ft
1 to 4

Minimum 24 ft
Maximum 72 ft
1 to 4 (can add 2 stories
conditionally)

Minimum 24 ft
Maximum 48 ft
1 to 4

Setback (Min / Max)

Talbert Avenue:
(0 ft / 10 ft)

Talbert Avenue:
(10 ft / 25 ft)

Euclid Avenue:
(15 ft / 25 ft)

Ellis Avenue:
(15 ft / 25 ft)

Special Conditions

Maximum 3 stories
adjacent to Talbert
Avenue

Maximum 2 stories along
Talbert Avenue and Ward
Street south of I-405
Maximum 3 stories along
Ward Street north of I-405

Maximum 2 stories
adjacent to Ward Avenue

Building Length (Max.)

300 ft

300 ft

200 ft

Vehicle Block Length
(Max.)
Pedestrian Block Length
(Max.)
Space Between
Buildings
Building Massing
(Length : Height)

1,600 ft

Along Talbert Avenue:
2 stories maximum at 250
ft west of Euclid Street
ROW centerline, and 3
stories maximum at 250 ft
east of Euclid Street ROW
200 ft, though courtyard
buildings may exceed the
indicated length
2,000 ft

3,000 ft

3,000 ft

1,600 ft

1,600 ft

2,000 ft

2,000 ft

20 ft

20 ft

20 ft

20 ft

Required

Required

Required

Not required

Frontage Coverage
Minimum

Talbert Avenue – 75%
All other streets – 90%

Talbert Avenue – 60%
All other streets – 60%

Talbert Avenue – n/a
All other streets – 50%

Talbert Avenue – n/a
All other streets – 50%

Required Special Public
Open Space

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Façade Requirements

Required

Required

Required

Required

Stories

ft = feet; Min = minimum; Max = maximum
Source: FVCSP 2016.
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Workplace Neighborhood District: The Workplace Neighborhood would be located
along the northern border of the Project area and arc over to the eastern parcels along
the Santa Ana River. The Workplace Neighborhood would comprise approximately half of
the Activity Core Overlay and make up the entirety of the Activity Core Target Area.
Development of 49 acres of Workplace Neighborhood would contain a compatible mix of
workplace, commercial, and limited medium-density residential uses, with public facades
and residential frontages oriented toward streets and public areas. This district would
serve as a transition between the Project area and existing neighborhoods to the north.
The district would provide opportunities for vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle access.
Building heights would range from one to four stories tall, and would have limits of two or
three stories adjacent to Talbert Avenue.
Workplace Gateway District: The Workplace Gateway District would be designated on
parcels adjacent to the I-405 corridor, running diagonally through the Project area between
the Mixed Industry District and the Workplace Neighborhood. The Workplace Gateway
District would comprise approximately half of the Activity Core Overlay, between Ward
Street to the west and Euclid Street to the east. This district includes the recently
constructed nation headquarters for Hyundai Corporation. Development of 74 acres of
Workplace Gateway would enable high value office development to mix with other uses
on freeway-adjacent sites with excellent I-405 visibility and access. Deeper front setbacks
with more formal landscaping would put more emphasis on presenting a professional
workplace image to travelers along the I-405 and adjacent arterial corridors. Building
heights would range from one to four stories tall, and would conditionally allow six stories.
Building heights would be limited to three stories adjacent to Ward Street north of I-405
and two stories adjacent to Talbert Avenue and Ward Street south of I-405.
Mixed Industry District: The Mixed Industry District would be located in the southwestern
region of the Project area, buffered from I-405 by the Workplace Gateway District. The
Mixed Industry District does not contain any Activity Core Overlays; however, the potential
for Activity Clusters would remain, offering convenience-oriented retail and service uses.
Development of 41 acres of the Mixed Industry District would present an industrialoriented mix of district uses. Improvements would focus primarily on upgrading existing
buildings and site design treatments. Entrances would be better connected to streets with
new and improved pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Streetscape landscaping would
improve pedestrian comfort and soften harsh industrial district character. Building heights
would range from one to four stories tall, and would be limited to two stories adjacent to
Ward Street.

2.4.1.2 FVCSP Development Code (Book 2)
The FVCSP includes a Development Code for private development proposed for properties within
the Project area. The Development Code would guide development projects, improvement plans,
and zoning clearance applications, and provides detailed standards to guide how projects would
improve or alter uses, exterior renovations, ownership changes, and signage. The Development
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Code would apply to all new development, additions greater than 20 percent of the building’s
existing floor area, architectural and sign alterations, and renovations or additions that increase
nonconformities within the Project area. Individual site improvements would be analyzed to
determine whether Street, Open Space, or Parking Regulations would apply.
Each District, as described above, is subject to a unique set of Development Standards. The
standards are addressed as appropriate within this EIR to address relevant regulations and
policies as they pertain to each resource area. There are eight primary regulation subsets that set
the standards for each District:
1) Building use regulations address use types and special retail configuration standards.
2) Building scale regulations include standards for building height, special building height
limits, building lengths and limits, and building massing (primary volume proportions).
3) Frontage and building placement regulations set standards for building orientation to
streets and public open space areas; private frontage types; setbacks for alleys and front,
side, and rear yards; space between buildings; and build-to-corner requirements.
4) Street regulations address standards for improvements to existing streets, provision of
new streets, block size, street connectivity, and street types.
5) Open space regulations determine standards for public open space provisions and special
conditions, private open space provisions, types of public and private open spaces,
landscaping for setback areas, and general open space and setback area guidelines.
6) Parking regulations provide standards for parking provisions (e.g., number of spaces for
retail anchors; eating and drinking establishments; specialty foods and goods;
entertainment and recreation; convenience uses; business and personal services;
commercial goods, services, and vehicle sales; civic and cultural; workplace; lodging; livework; residential uses; Activity Core exceptions; and convenience cluster exceptions),
nine distinct parking types, and general parking requirements.
7) Architecture regulations set standards for façade requirements and architectural
guidelines.
8) Signage regulations determine standards for the number of signs, wall sign area per
tenant, sign setbacks, interactivity and animation, sign guidelines, and regulations for 17
distinct sign types.

2.4.1.3 FVCSP City Actions (Book 3)
The City Actions Book of the FVCSP addresses a program of community actions and investments
to be implemented in phases in accordance with the availability of City resources and/or in
conjunction with private development projects or investments. Goals and strategies within the
FVCSP would guide the community actions with the intent of contributing to the success and
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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revitalization of district streets and public space improvements in the Project area. Information
pertinent to discussion within this EIR is further described below.
Within the Project area, improvements to the district streetscape, intersections, pedestrian
network, bicycle network, and supports for future transit services are described, as further detailed
below within Section 2.4.2. City actions involved in implementation of the FVCSP would
additionally include improvements to the existing street and traffic network, utilities and
infrastructure, the public open space network, general infrastructure and public facilities and
associated responsibilities. The City would manage the proposed actions through an
implementation and financing strategy involving the General Fund, outside grants, developer
contributions, public and private partnerships, and user fees.
Improvements to the existing street and traffic
network would include integration with the
OCTA/California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) I-405 Improvement Project, which
extends outside the Project area. As the Project
area is heavily used for on- and off-ramp
connectivity with I-405, OCTA and Caltrans
have proposed plans for a flyover ramp, road
widening, and intersection improvements
adjacent to I-405 that would affect the Project
area. As such, streetscape and circulation
The FVCSP would be implemented in coordination
improvements within the Project area would be
with the OCTA/Caltrans I-405 Improvement Project,
which would connect Ellis Avenue to southbound Iimplemented separately, but in sync with the
405 over the Santa Ana River and alleviate congestion
OCTA/Caltrans Improvement Project. A more
along the southern edge of the Project area.
detailed discussion of this project and its
relationship with the FVCSP is contained within Section 3.0, Cumulative Impacts.
Additionally, regulations are included within Book 3 for potential “New Street Types” that may be
necessary when new physical streets are required or voluntarily provided, for instance to fulfill
regulations contained in Book 2 such as pedestrian access or block sizing. The street types
include a City Street, a Public Open Space with City Street, a Neighborhood Street, a Public Open
Space with Neighborhood Street, and an Alley.

2.4.2

Circulation and Mobility

The Project would include road, pedestrian, bicycle and transit improvements to improve mobility
and interconnectivity to support smooth vehicular traffic flow and non-vehicle commutes, as
summarized below and identified within Figure 2-5. Improvements to major roads such as Euclid
Avenue, Newhope Avenue, and Ellis Avenue would be designed to include improvements such
as new two-way bike lanes, sidewalk network expansions, and on-street parking. The Project
would also include sidewalk improvements for at least eight intersections within the Project area.
Where block lengths are long, new connector streets or public bicycle/pedestrian pathways are
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proposed to divide the blocks and improve internal circulation. In addition, local roadways would
be revitalized to serve multi-modal needs, such as completing sidewalk connections, striping
Class II bike lanes, and signage improvements. In addition, at least three locations for potential
public spaces are identified in the northern, northeastern, and southern regions of the Project
area; landscaping improvements such as mid-pavement tree placements would also be integrated
into expanded sidewalks, gateway medians, and center-road landscaped medians.
Improvements along existing roadways include the following range of improvements:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Improving intersection efficiency, such as installing a four-way traffic signal and restriping
existing through-lanes and turn lanes.
Roadway improvements, such as on-street parking and creation of a gateway streetscape
on Talbert Avenue.
Pedestrian network improvements, such as decreasing block sizes and increasing the
number of paved sidewalks and painted intersection crosswalks.
Bicycle network improvements, such as establishing two bicycle connections with the
Santa Ana River Bicycle Trail and introducing a Class I Bike Path along Ellis Avenue.
Improvements for future transit services, such as decreasing headways of existing bus
routes.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Measures, as described below.

The FVCSP would also coordinate existing and future multi-modal improvements, as follows.

2.4.2.1 Intersection Improvements
The FVCSP proposes capital improvement measures to
reduce potential impacts from future buildout and
associated demand for at least four intersections,
described below. Further discussion of possible mitigation
measures is included within Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic.
•

•
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Ellis Avenue & Ward Street: The northbound
approach of the intersection would likely be
modified from its current one left turn lane, two
through lanes, and one right turn lane – to one left
turn lane, one through lane, and dual right turn
lanes. Restriping of the right-most through lane
would be required, and the existing right-turn
overlap signal would remain.
Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington Street: The
intersection would likely require installation of a
four-way traffic signal, with consideration of the
stop-controlled
intersection
north
of
the

The Project would implement traffic
management measures such as
installation of four-way traffic signals
and lane restriping at sensitive
intersections such as at Talbert
Avenue & Mt. Washington Street –
which would serve as a gateway to the
proposed Activity Center District.
Image: Google Maps
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intersection. The northbound approach at the six-point intersection would be reconfigured
to accommodate future northbound queues, and the dedicated right turn lane would be
striped as a through right lane to accommodate future traffic.
•

Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps: The intersection would likely
require close monitoring of the intersection’s signal timing to accommodate the continued
congestion of evening commute hours, in conjunction with OCTA/Caltrans plans and allow
for lane splits and signal cycle length updates when required.

2.4.2.2 Roadway Improvements
The Project would include two primary adjustments to area roadways. On-street parking
opportunities would be introduced along at least two roadway thoroughfares, and a gateway
streetscape would be installed along Talbert Avenue, as further described below.
Mt. Washington Street/Condor Avenue, near the heart of the proposed Activity Center, would be
installed with angled, back-in, on-street parking.
•
•

The parking would reduce travel lane widths to between 12 and 14 ft wide, which would
still accommodate truck travel.
Intersections would be improved with curbed sidewalk corner “bulb-outs” to protect parked
cars and pedestrian crossings.

Euclid Street, between Newhope Street and the I-405 overpass would have approximately 11 ft
of the easternmost northbound lane converted to on-street parallel parking.
•
•
•

The parking would allow 8-foot wide parking stalls and a 3-foot buffer.
This installed on-street parking would further act as a buffer between the adjacent
pedestrian sidewalk and high-speed traffic.
Street trees may also be interspersed within the parking stall width to visually narrow the
roadway and reduce street travel speeds.

Talbert Avenue, along the northern edge of the Project area, would be improved with an installed
gateway streetscape consisting of one of two options, as follows:
1. The first option would expand the existing center landscaped median by removing width
from one of the dual left turn lanes, leaving at least one turn lane in each direction. The
wider median would be installed with a gateway marker and larger or more attractive
landscaping to draw attention and interest to the area. Incrementally increased congestion
due to these changes may be acceptable if it contributes to lower speeds and enables a
mutually beneficial combination with the area’s intended retail redevelopment.
2. The second option would install larger or more attractive landscaping and decorative street
lights adjacent to the existing curb, and make no physical changes to the existing roadway.
To enable these streetscape improvements while retaining adequate pedestrian sidewalk
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width, the City may require acquisition of additional adjacent lands either through purchase
or grant of easements.

2.4.2.3 Pedestrian Network Improvements
The FVCSP would implement a framework to improve pedestrian connectivity and access
throughout the Project area, with the intent of making the Project area more appealing for
residents and employees by increasing accessibility and safety throughout. At least nine
improvements were identified to carry out this intent, described in the following paragraphs and
shown in Figure 2-6.
Major pedestrian corridors, such as those within the proposed Activity Core District and adjacent
to proposed residential units, would be installed concurrently as part of site specific development
within the Project area, and include widened sidewalks:
•
•

Between 8 and 10 ft (without landscaping), or
Between 6 and 8 ft (with an additional 3 to 3.5 ft for planter strips or curbs and tree grates).

Within the FVCSP Development Code:
•

•
•

Maximum block length for pedestrians would be limited to 2,000 ft.
o For instance, development projects that exceed the maximum length would be
required to provide cut-through, alternative routes for pedestrians.
Connections would be identified during individual development projects.
Project features such as walkway design, lighting, and wayfinding may be required to
highlight and promote pedestrian access.

Specific improvements identified in the FVCSP are noted below.
Euclid Street would be improved with a signalized midblock crossing for the east-west pedestrian
crosswalk, expanding on the efforts to decrease block sizes within the Project area
•
•

The crosswalk would connect the alley located approximately 450 ft north of I-405 to the
parking lot across Euclid Street.
A rapid flashing beacon would be installed to indicate the location and use of the crossing
to the road’s high-volume traffic.

Ward Street would also be improved with a signalized midblock crossing, in conjunction with the
OCTA/Caltrans I-405 Improvement Project.
•

The crossing would provide an east-west midblock crossing between Ellis Avenue and
Talbert Avenue, south of the bridge over I-405 that is proposed to be widened.

Continuous sidewalks would be installed to fill gaps in the discontinuous or insufficient sidewalk
locations throughout the Project area (see Figure 2-6).
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•

•

These sidewalks would be located along:
o Mt. Washington Street,
o the west side of Euclid Street,
o Mt. Shay Street,
o Kalama River Avenue, and
o the south side of Talbert Avenue.
Over the long-term, sidewalks would be promoted for all Project area streets that do not
currently have sidewalks.

Where possible, new crosswalk markings and pedestrian countdown heads would be installed at
signalized intersections with new development, or where simple crosswalks should be located
where there are less than four marked crosswalks at any intersection.
•

Crosswalk improvements near intersections with I-405 would be closely linked with
Caltrans improvements, paired with signal timing coordination and approvals for additional
pedestrian crosswalk locations.

Pedestrian lighting would be installed to promote safety and area activity in the evening.
•

Both decorative and safety lighting would be installed along the sidewalk side of existing
streetlights and between existing streetlights at a height of approximately 12 to 14 ft.

In light of the OCTA/Caltrans I-405
Improvement Project, the character of the
Project area would be altered and would disrupt
existing pedestrian connections, notably
locations along Euclid Street.
•

•

Pedestrian access would be evaluated
and improvements to preserve and/or
enhance access would be required as
part
of
site-specific
review
of
development projects as well as during
construction of Caltrans improvements.
Caltrans improvements may include
crosswalks and continuous pathways
along and underneath the proposed I405 intersections and ramps, which
overlap with the Project’s initiatives.

The FVCSP would be implemented in coordination
with the OCTA/Caltrans I-405 Improvement Project,
which would connect Ellis Avenue to southbound I405 over the Santa Ana River and alleviate congestion
along the southern edge of the Project area.

Pedestrian buffers would be installed where feasible between pedestrian walkways and roadway
corridors.
•
•
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Highest priority streets for these improvements would be along Newhope Street, Ellis
Avenue, and Euclid Street.
Street trees, landscaping, curbside parking, and/or bicycle lanes between sidewalks and
vehicle travel lanes are recommended.
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o

Enabling these items may require dedication of ROW or grants of easements.

2.4.2.4 Bicycle Network Improvements
The FVCSP identifies four items that would enhance bicycle travel throughout the Project area
and beyond to adjacent areas, given the limited bike lanes that currently exist on major streets
within the Project area.
1. The FVCSP encourages the development of an off-street bike path along Ellis Avenue
within the ROW north of the OCWD facilities, between Ward Street and the I-405
southbound ramps. This bike path may be installed as a two-way, “Class-I” bike path, and
could be connected with the Santa Ana River Bike Trail. This improvement would require
substantial coordination between OCTA/Caltrans, OCWD, and the City to enable a fullyformed Class-I bike path.

The FVCSP would connect existing streets with the
higher-elevation Santa Ana River Bike Trail via ramps
at two locations to allow for bicyclists to utilize the
connection with neighboring communities.

2. The FVCSP would encourage increased
direct connections to the Santa Ana River Bike
Trail, including access points from Project area
streets via Euclid Street or Mt. Washington
Street/Condor Avenue, which would require a
form of ramp to connect with the higher
elevation of the Bike Trail that may be installed
in conjunction with Caltrans development in the
area. Given public interest, a pedestrian and
bike bridge may be extended over the Santa
Ana River, connecting to the eastern Bike Trail
and neighboring communities to the east.

3. Similar to the smaller block sizes proposed
for ease of pedestrian travel, back alley routes and designated routes on low volume
streets would be encouraged for bicycle travel; these routes would be installed with the
intent to increase east-west connections and increase overall bike usage.

4. Designated bike lanes on Euclid Street would be highly encouraged. The bike lanes would
be designated in conjunction or in place of proposed parallel parking, or would be installed
in a portion of applicable low volume segments of the northbound lane.

2.4.2.5 Transit Improvements
The FVCSP would encourage transit use including potential expansion of shuttle services within
the Project area to connect residents, employees, and visitors with bus routes provided by OCTA.
The Project would include OCTA route modifications to improve headways on Route 37 from 30
minutes to 15 minutes, and reduce headways on Route 76 to between 45 and 60 minutes from
the current 57 to 67 minutes. The Project would encourage increased transit service and
infrastructure in the form of physical improvements such as installing benches, shelters,
reinforced concrete bus pads for layovers, and/or additional street lighting at the existing, wellFountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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placed bus stop locations, and operationally in the form of potentially increased headways and
number of routes.

2.4.2.6 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Measures
The FVCSP would encourage the following measures to reduce vehicle trips and encourage multimodal transport opportunities. Should future development projects within the FVCSP request
reduced parking requirements as described in the FVCSP Book 2 Development Code, the City
may require additional studies and/or a TDM plan. The TDM would be evaluated on a case-bycase basis by the Community Development Director/Designee. Specifically, the following
strategies would be considered with TDM implementation under the FVCSP:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

2.4.3

Overall: Improve the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities
Bicycle transit: Secure bicycle storage, showers and changing rooms
Employee transit: Charge employees for parking, subsidize alternative modes for
employees, implementation of a vanpool program, implementation of a parking cash-out
program, subsidy or installation of employee high bandwidth internet connections,
implementation of a compressed workweek program or alternate hours workweek
program
Visitor use: Preferential parking for carpoolers, operating a commute assistance center
Employee and residential use crossover: Encourage shared parking between daytime
office and evening residential uses
Subsidized transit costs: Subsidized transit fare for residents and employees within the
Project area
Opportunity education: Educate and inform residents, employees, and visitors of available
transit and other multimodal opportunities within this area

Utilities and Infrastructure

The FVCSP proposes infrastructure, wastewater, water, and storm drain facility improvements to
serve development within the Project area. The improvements would provide updates to the City’s
management of water supply, water delivery systems, sewer and wastewater systems, storm
water, solid waste and energy generation, and energy and telecommunications services. The
utilities and infrastructure plan would be implemented pending City planning approval, technical
input from the City Public Works Department, and mitigation measures as identified within Section
3.12, Utilities and Infrastructure.

2.4.4

Open Space/Landscaping

The FVCSP would integrate public and private open space within the Project area through
development standards unique to different types of development, as detailed within Table 2-6.
Offsite locations and funding for required open space areas would be permitted in special
instances or at the discretion of the Community Development Director. A request for a
modification to FVCSP Development Standards would be considered on a project-by-project
basis. Inclusion of increased or improved public open space may be considered as an additional
benefit to grant such requests.
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Table 2-6.

Open Space Area Requirements
Type of Development

Retail

Total Open Space Area Required
(building/site square footage)
50 sf (or 1,000 sfa)

Civic & Cultural
Workplace

n/a
100 sf (or 1,000 sfa)

Lodging

100 sf / roomb

Live Work

150 sf / roomb

Residential (Public)

150 sf / unitb

Residential (Private)
Attached & Multi-family

60 sf/unit

Detached Single-family

n/a

a For

development with over 20,000 sf of building area (referred to as C8)
b For development with over 20 dwelling units or lodging rooms (referred to as C9)

Public and private open spaces are also defined within the FVCSP, which describes the
definitions and requirements of at least eight public and five private open space types. Public
open space types could include a park, a linear green, a square, a plaza, a mid-block green, a
courtyard plaza, a passage/paseo, and/or a pocket park/playground. Private open space types
could include a courtyard, a private yard, a porch, a rooftop deck or garden, and/or a balcony.
Public open space areas would be constructed adjacent to public ROWs and remain accessible
up to 24 hours per day, though access may be restricted after sundown. Shrubs or similar viewobstructing vegetation would be discouraged around the edges to promote access and security.
Private open space areas would be privately or commonly owned and maintained as an extension
of private or semi-private indoor space. Required maximum setback areas for structures would
not be counted towards provision of private open space requirements. Private open space area
would be required as a separate entity from any required setback amount as defined within the
FVCSP.
The FVCSP identifies to six primary areas
within the Project area that would be used to
promote open space development. Each area
would be required to provide at least one
“primary public open space” larger than 0.5 acre
adjacent to at least three publicly-accessible
passages; the “primary public open space”
would either be a linear green, square, or plaza.
The “primary public open space” would be
implemented as part of future development
projects; conditions may be imposed to require
dedication
of
land
and/or
monetary
contributions. The location of the “primary
public open space” within each area would be
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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The FVCSP identifies six primary areas within the
Project area, shown above, which would be used to
promote open space development.
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incoporated into the project design as part of the development reivew and approval process, and
could be used to meet the City’s park land dedication or in-lieu fee requirements.

2.5

ADDITIONAL PLANNING LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND GUIDELINES
APPLICABLE TO THE FVCSP

The FVCSP would be internally consistent with the City’s General Plan. The following is a brief
summary of the relationship between the FVCSP and the General Plan:
•

2.6

The City of Fountain Valley General Plan, adopted in 1995, defines the blueprint for
physical development of land and land uses within the City’s jurisdiction. The General
Plan’s Circulation Element was updated in 2008 and the Housing Element was updated
in 2014. The City of Fountain Valley General Plan defines goals and policies as mandated
by state law and provides direction to ensure internal consistency between all elements of
the plan and specific plans.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE FVCSP

CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6[d]) directs the assessment of a range of alternatives to allow for
comparative analyses by decision-makers. CEQA requires consideration of a reasonable range
of alternatives to a project that: (1) could feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives; and
(2) would avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts of the proposed project. An analysis
and further description of the potential alternatives are located in Section 5.0, Alternatives. An
alternative cannot be eliminated simply because it is more costly or if it could impede the
attainment of project objectives to some degree. The State CEQA Guidelines also requires that
the EIR identify the “environmentally superior alternative” from among the project and alternatives
evaluated.
The No Project/Existing Policies Alternative considers environmental impacts if the FVCSP is not
adopted and existing policies continue. This provides a baseline impact analysis against which to
compare impacts of the FVCSP and alternative policy/growth scenarios.
1. No Project Alternative – Under the required No Project Alternative, the Project would not
be adopted and piecemeal development and redevelopment would occur in accordance
with land use designations and provisions of the 1995 General Plan and the existing
Zoning Ordinance for M1 and CP zone districts. Over the long term, this alternative would
maintain the existing zoning restrictions which limit uses in the area. This alternative would
favor development of office, industrial, and commercial type uses under the Manufacturing
(M1) and Commercial, Administrative, Professional Office (CP) zoning without the
potential for a Fountain Valley civic center or opportunities for residential unit
development. This alternative would incrementally reduce some potential impacts of the
proposed Specific Plan, such as land use compatibility and utilities. However, this
alternative would not enhance the jobs-housing balance or provide the community benefits
2-32

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

2.0 Project Description

of the Project, including coordinated traffic and streetscape improvements, activity
centers, and employee amenities.
2. No Housing Alternative – Under the No Housing Alternative, the Project would retain
regulations for each district as proposed within the Project, however no residential
development would be permitted within the Project area. The alternative would not result
in an estimated creation of up to 491 residential units, which would not help to enhance
the jobs-housing balance within the City. However, impacts to utilities and trip generation
from residential uses would be reduced compared to that of the Project. Housing provides
a built-in base of customers for retail/restaurants, including nights and weekends, in
addition to making housing more desirable. The absence of such uses may not provide
enough users to support Activity Core businesses. This alternative partially meets the
Project objectives and the goals and objectives for Fountain Valley.
3. Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative – Under the Intensified Office and
Residential Buildout Alternative, height restrictions would be raised and a higher amount
of redevelopment would occur. Residential land uses would be permitted on both sides of
I-405, enable an expanded workplace neighborhood environment to allow more residents
to walk or bike to work within the Project area, and benefit the City’s job-housing balance.
Increased height restrictions and redevelopment would build on the presence of major
workplace investments in the Project area and enable a greater amount of high-value
development opportunities. Transportation, utilities, and infrastructure impacts would
exceed those of the Project, though would benefit the area’s economic and housing
opportunities. This alternative partially meets the Project objectives and the goals and
objectives for Fountain Valley.

2.7

REQUIRED ACTIONS AND APPROVALS

The proposed Project would include preparation and adoption of the new FVCSP for the Project
area. The FVCSP would replace certain applicable standards within the 1995 General Plan, 2008
Circulation Element, and 2014 Housing Element.
The City is the lead agency for the proposed FVCSP Project, consistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15065(b). As such, this EIR will be used by the City to both evaluate the environmental
impacts created by implementation of the proposed Project and mitigation measures proposed in
the EIR. The City Council will consider adoption of the FVCSP and certification of the Final EIR
concurrently with Project approval. The following specific actions must be completed prior to
implementation of the proposed Project:
This Project includes the following regulatory and/or legislative actions by the City:
1. Certification of the Final EIR
2. Consideration and approval of a Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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3. Specific Plan adoption
4. Regulating Code, Zoning, and/or Parking Ordinance amendments
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3.0

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

3.0

INTRODUCTION

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addresses the potentially significant
environmental impacts of the proposed Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP)
Project (Project). Each environmental resource area is discussed under the following
subsections: Environmental Setting, Regulatory Setting, Impact Assessment Methodology,
Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Residual Impacts, and Cumulative Impacts. For
resource areas where unique or supplementary information is available, additional subsections
are provided per section. The EIR addresses potential impacts that could result from the
construction and operation of future land uses anticipated to occur under the Project. The
Project would guide future development by establishing development standards, goals, policies,
and design guidelines for future land uses. As part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR, the
analysis of cumulative impacts within this section was updated to clarify the approach to
cumulative impact assessment under CEQA Guidelines §15130 and to ensure that the analysis
accounts for the impacts of all reasonably foreseeable projects, including the Southpark Specific
Plan.

3.0.1 Impact Significance Guidelines and Impact Classification
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires an EIR analysis to “identify and focus
on the significant environmental effects of a proposed project” (CEQA Guidelines, §15126.2(a)
and Public Resources Code Section 21000(a). The emphasis of the EIR should be placed on
the potential “physical” adverse effects of a proposed project.
CEQA Guidelines §15360 defines “environment” as the physical conditions that exist within the
area that will be affected by a proposed project including, but not limited to, land, air, water,
minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or aesthetic significance. The
guidelines further define the area involved as the area in which significant effects would occur
either directly or indirectly as a result of the project. The “environment” includes both natural and
human-made conditions.
CEQA Guidelines §15382 further clarifies the definition of “significant effect on the environment”
as a substantial, or potential substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within
the area affected by the project. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered
a significant effect on the environment. However, that economic or social change that may have
a physical impact (such as urban decay) should be considered in an EIR (Bakersfield Citizens
for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184).
For each impact section, thresholds for determining impact significance are identified along with
descriptions of methodologies used to conduct the impact analysis. Determinations of impact
significance levels in the EIR are made based on City impact significance guidelines and criteria
Fountain Valley Crossing Specific Plan Project
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for each impact topic, including Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. For some resource areas,
such as air quality, transportation, and noise, the analysis of impacts are more quantitative in
nature and involve the comparison of effects against a numerical threshold. For other resource
areas, such as aesthetics and visual resources and land use, the analyses of impacts are
inherently more qualitative, involving the consideration of a variety of factors, such as City
policies.
The EIR impact discussions classify impact significance levels as:
1. Significant and Unavoidable - a significant impact to the environment that remains
significant even after mitigation measures are applied;
2. Less Than Significant with Mitigation - a significant impact that can be avoided or
reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation;
3. Less Than Significant - a potential impact that would not meet or exceed the identified
thresholds of significance for the resource area;
4. No Impact – no impact would occur for the resource area; and
5. Beneficial – a potential impact that would improve the resource area.

3.0.2

Mitigation Measures and Monitoring

Per CEQA Guidelines §15126.4, where potentially significant environmental impacts have been
identified in the EIR, feasible mitigation measures that could avoid or minimize the severity of
those impacts are also identified. The mitigation measures are identified for each resource
analyzed in Sections 3.1 through 3.13.
Pursuant to CEQA, feasible mitigation measures must be implemented for all significant
impacts. Feasible means “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environment, legal, social, and
technological factors.” (CEQA Guidelines §15364.) A lead agency must impose mitigation
measures to reduce significant impacts unless findings can be made it finds that the mitigation
measures are infeasible or within the exclusive jurisdiction of another agency (CEQA Guidelines
§15091(a); City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of the California State University (2006) 39
Cal.4th 341).
Mitigation measures may involve various means of implementation, such as:
•
•
•

3.0-2

Measures incorporated directly into the adopted FVCSP as new or revised policies or
development standards, or in implementing ordinances.
Measures implemented in multi-year City operational programs, such as a capital
improvements program or development impact fee program.
Measures incorporated as standard departmental conditions of approval for
individual development projects.
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CEQA requires that implementation of adopted mitigation measures or any revisions made to
the FVCSP by the Lead Agency to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects be
monitored for compliance. Accordingly, CEQA Guidelines §15097 requires that a public agency
adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for those adopted mitigation
measures and project revisions. With respect to approval of a program-level document, CEQA
provides that “[w]here the project at issue is the adoption of a …specific plan…the monitoring
plan shall apply to policies and any other portion of the plan that is a mitigation measure or
adopted alternative”. That is, the monitoring plan may consist of policies included in plan-level
documents (CEQA Guidelines §15097(b)). A draft MMRP is provided in Appendix F of this EIR.

3.0.3

Cumulative Impacts Analyses

CEQA Guidelines §15130(a) states that an EIR shall “discuss the cumulative impacts of a
project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable”. “Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects (as defined by Section 15130). CEQA Guidelines §15355
defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects that, when considered together,
are considerable, or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” The CEQA
Guidelines allow for the use of two different methods to determine cumulative impacts:
1. General Plan Projection Method - A summary of projections contained in an adopted
General Plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which
has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide
conditions contributing to the cumulative impact (CEQA Guidelines §15130).
2. List Method - A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the
agency (CEQA Guidelines §15130).
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(2) further states that the EIR should define the geographic
scope of the area affected by the cumulative effects and provide a reasonable explanation for
the geographic limitation used. The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts in
this EIR varies by each environmental impact topic (e.g., air basin, jurisdiction, service area,
viewshed, watershed, etc.). For most of the impact topics analyzed in this EIR, the geographic
scope was determined to be limited to the City. However, impact topics such as air quality,
greenhouse gases and climate change, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning,
population/housing, and transportation/traffic have a more regional geographic scope, as
identified below in Table 3.0-1.
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Table 3.0-1. Geographic Context for Cumulative Analysis of Environmental Issues
Environmental Topic Area

Geographic Contexts of Analysis

Aesthetics

City of Fountain Valley

Air Quality

South Coast Air Basin

Biological Resources

City of Fountain Valley

Cultural Resources

City of Fountain Valley

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

Global

Geology and Soils

City of Fountain Valley

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

City of Fountain Valley

Hydrology and Water Quality

City of Fountain Valley, County of Orange

Land Use and Planning

City of Fountain Valley, County of Orange, and
Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) planning region

Noise

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Area and
adjacent areas in the City of Fountain Valley

Population, Housing, and Employment

City of Fountain Valley, County of Orange, and SCAG
planning region

Public Services (e.g., Fire, Police, Parks,
Schools, Libraries)

City of Fountain Valley

Transportation and Circulation

City of Fountain Valley, County of Orange, and SCAG
planning region

Utilities

City of Fountain Valley, County of Orange, service
district of Rainbow Environmental Services, service
district of Southern California Edison (SCE), and
service district of Southern California Gas Company
(SoCalGas)

Tribal Cultural Resources

City of Fountain Valley, County of Orange

The Project is a legislative planning document that addresses potential land use changes in the
Project area over roughly the next 20 years. In order to assess cumulative impacts, this EIR
uses a combination of the two approaches described above that includes specific projects that
are reasonably foreseeable, such as the Southpark Specific Plan-Sakioka Site (Sakioka Site),
and the General Plan projection method that considers full build out of land uses as allowed
under the City’s General Plan. Table 3.0-2 provides an updated citywide list of cumulative past,
present, and probable future projects, including projects that have occurred recently or are
anticipated to occur in the Project area. Figure 3.0-1 depicts the location of the cumulative
projects relative to the Project area. Cumulative impacts for sections that address regional
resources such as Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Population and Housing, Public Services,
and Energy have been assessed in regards to General Plan build-out projections for the City. A
list of planned, pending, and future projects is used to assess cumulative project impacts for all
other resource areas (Table 3.0-2).
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Table 3.0-2.

Cumulative and Concurrent Project List – September 2017

Project

Description

Location

Status

Costco Expansion

7,356 square feet (sf) building
addition to the existing 152,000 sf
Costco Wholesale warehouse in
the Southpark Specific Plan area.

17900 Newhope
Street

Pending

Electronic Message
Center (EMC) Sign

Construction and operation of a
new EMC commercial
advertisement sign on the I-405.

10955 Ellis Avenue

Pending

Harbor Boulevard South
Island Specific Plan

Specific Plan for a 6.5-acre area
along Harbor Boulevard allowing a
variety of Manufacturing Zone (M1)
uses.

16790, 16800,
16830, and 16842
Harbor Boulevard

Pending

Southpark Specific Plan
Phase 3

Construction of 38,619 sf and
130,035 sf concrete industrial
buildings in the Southpark Specific
Plan area for office, manufacturing,
and warehouse use.

11438 Slater
Avenue

Complete

Southpark Specific Plan
‘Sakioka Site’ 1

Buildout of an additional 1,017,000
sf for commercial, office, industrial,
and warehouse use that is
approved and vested at the
approximately 35-acre
undeveloped Southpark Specific
Plan, known as the ‘Sakioka Site’.

11049 Southpark
Avenue

Development
Agreement
Recorded in
1989,
amended in
2004; no
applications
for
development
permits
currently
pending

I-405 Improvement
Project

Widening of the I-405 as well as
improvements to freeway
entrances, exits, bridges, adjacent
arterial roadways, and
intersections.

I-405 from SR-73 to
I-605.

Approved and
anticipated for
completion in
2022

Master Plan for the
Former LA Times Project
Site

Reuse of the 339,063 sf building
and surface parking lot and
construction of 315,000 sf office
space and 3 parking structures

1375 Sunflower
Avenue, Costa
Mesa

Pending

Orange County
Sanitation District
Biosolids Master Plan

Upgrades to and construction of
new biosolids handling facilities to
be implemented over a 20-year
planning period, involving nine
individual projects located within
OCSD Plant No. 1 (City of
Fountain Valley) and Plant No. 2
(City of Huntington Beach).

OCSD Treatment
Plant No. 1 – 10844
Ellis Avenue,
Fountain Valley
OCSD Treatment
Plant No. 2 – 22212
Brookhurst Street,
Huntington Beach

Pending

Notes: A ‘pending’ or reasonably foreseeable project can include either a pre-application or a formal application for
development which has been submitted to a public agency for review.
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Southpark Specific Plan, Sakioka Site

In addition to analysis of cumulative pending or approved projects, the cumulative impacts
analysis includes the planned maximum buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan, which was
adopted by the City in 1987, and includes the “Sakioka Site”. As agreed upon by the City and
Sakioka Farms in a 1989 Development Agreement, the City is required to consider development
of the Sakioka Site to be fully developed and built out at the maximum density permitted by the
Southpark Development Plan. While no permit applications for development of this site have
been submitted to the City, potential buildout allowed under the Southpark Specific Plan is
estimated to be 1,017,000 square feet of commercial, office, industrial, and warehouse use, as
acknowledged by the 1988 Sakioka Development Agreement with the City and originally
recorded in 1989, with an amendment in 2004.

3.0.5

Concurrent Projects

The concurrent projects list was obtained from the City Planning & Building Department in June
2016, and was updated in 2017 to include additional projects as appropriate, and as required
under CEQA Section 15130(b), and includes those projects that are reflects projects that are
either currently pending or probable, or are funded and approved, under construction or recently
completed. The list of cumulative projects was developed with the inclusion of relevant projects
within the City of Fountain Valley as well as adjacent jurisdictions including the Cities of Costa
Mesa, Garden Grove, Huntington Beach, Santa Ana, and Westminster. Only projects that would
have the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts in the vicinity of the Fountain Valley
Specific Plan have been included in Table 3.0-2. Of the five projects listed within Table 3.0-2,
one project (the Interstate 405 [I-405] Improvement Project, described below) directly affects
land within the Project Area and could be constructed concurrently with improvements
recommended within the FVCSP. Pursuant to CEQA Section 15130(a)(b), discussion of
cumulative impacts reflects the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts, the
severity of the impacts, and their likelihood of occurrence, and identifies whether the Project’s
contribution would be “cumulatively considerable”. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA
Section 15130(a)(b), discussion of cumulative impacts is not as detailed as that provided for
effects attributable to the Project alone. While development of the proposed Project concurrently
with the I-405 Improvement Project would potentially create the widest range of cumulative
impacts be most prevalent within the Project Area, all projects identified within Table 3.0-2 are
addressed within individual resource area analyses of this EIR.
3.0.5.1

Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)/California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) I-405 Improvement Project

OCTA and Caltrans are currently undertaking a large-scale improvement project for the
widening of the San Diego Freeway (I-405) between State Route 73 (SR-73) and Interstate 605
(I-605). The OCTA/Caltrans I-405 Improvement Project (I-405 Improvement Project) proposes
to improve the mainline freeway and interchanges by adding one general purpose (GP) lane in
each direction from Euclid Street to the I-605 interchange, plus adding a tolled Express Lane in
each direction of I-405 from SR-73 to SR-22 East. The tolled Express Lane and the existing
Fountain Valley Crossing Specific Plan Project
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high-occupancy vehicle lane would be managed jointly by OCTA and Caltrans as a tolled
Express Facility with two lanes in each direction from SR-73 to I-605. Under the OCTA/Caltrans
I-405 Improvement Project (I-405 Improvement Project), additional improvements would be
made to existing freeway entrances, exits, bridges, and street networks within the Project Area
(Figure 3.0-2). As described in the FVCSP, key elements of the I-405 Improvement Project
within and affecting the Project Area will include:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Widening and improvements of the freeway and on- and off-ramps;
A new elevated onramp (“flyover”), which would extend over the Santa Ana River,
connecting eastbound Ellis Avenue directly to southbound I-405. The flyover would
provide high-capacity free-right turn movements, relieving congestion present with the
existing signalized left-turn configuration; and would include removal of existing two leftturn lanes on Ellis Avenue; 1
Restructuring of the current Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street/southbound I-405 ramp
intersection and incorporation of an additional pedestrian crosswalk across Euclid Street;
Improvements to the current Newhope Street/Euclid Street/northbound I-405 ramp
intersection;
Reconstruction and widening of the current Ward Street Bridge over I-405 from 2 vehicle
lanes to 4 vehicles lanes (existing bike lanes will be retained);
Construction of a continuous sidewalk to the east side of the Ward Street Bridge to
address current missing segments;
Reconfiguration of the existing Ward Street/Antelope River Avenue intersection to
include a pedestrian crosswalk across Ward Street; and
Improvements to the current Talbert Avenue/Ward Street intersection.

A Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (FEIR/EIS) for the I-405
Improvement Project was completed in March 2015. Caltrans plans for implementation of the
Design and Build Project in the 2017-2022 timeframe. As such, the I-405 Improvement Project
is expected to occur concurrently with implementation of this Project. Streetscape and
circulation improvements proposed under the Project and described in Section 2.4.2, Circulation
and Mobility, would occur separately from the projects proposed under the I-405 Improvement
Project. Impacts resulting from implementation of the OCTA/Caltrans I-405 Improvement Project
are cumulatively assessed with impacts of the FVCSP Project.

Following release of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR for public review in October 2017, Caltrans and OCTA have
chosen to proceed with alternative design improvements to the Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405
Ramps (Intersection #19) than what had been identified, planned, funded, and approved under the Caltrans I-405
Improvement Project. A revised analysis of Project effects on these modified improvements has been prepared and
provided in an Addendum to the Draft Recirculated EIR TIA (December 2017) included in Appendix C of this EIR.
Detailed discussion of the revised improvements and effects on Project traffic conditions are provided in Section 8.0,
Response to Comments. Figure 3.0-2 has been updated to reflect the most recently proposed improvements to this
intersection.
1
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3.1 Aesthetics

3.1

AESTHETICS

This section describes the aesthetic and visual setting within the City of Fountain Valley (City),
and analyzes the potential environmental effects of the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
(FVCSP) Project (Project) on aesthetics as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), as well as by the City’s regulations, policies, and design guidelines. Data for this section
was taken from the City of Fountain Valley General Plan Conservation Element (1995), Land Use
Element (1995), Circulation Element (2008), and the Fountain Valley Municipal Code (2016). The
primary visual and aesthetic issues include changes in visual character within the Project area,
potential impacts to existing public views from within the Project area and from adjacent
properties, changes in light and glare within the Project area, and the visual compatibility of the
Project with the surrounding area.

3.1.1

Environmental Setting

Aesthetic values and visual resources are
principally defined by how residents and
visitors perceive the visual attractiveness of
an area. Based on this subjective
perception, the key elements and features
that create or enhance an area’s visual
quality are definable. Most communities
officially recognize scenic resources as
important assets, though the specific
valued scenic resources may vary by
community or the particular urban or rural
context.

Low-rise commercial/industrial development set back from
wide streets and surface parking lots, landscaped with
greenways and trees define the overall visual character of
the Project area, as exemplified by the Dorell Fabric Outlet
property.

Visual resources are an important
component of the quality of life in the City. In an urban area like Fountain Valley, aesthetic
resources consist of unique or architecturally recognized buildings, historic structures or other
buildings, as well as street trees, plazas, parks, key vegetation, and important view corridors that
contribute to community continuity and identity. Views are generally defined by physical features
that frame the boundaries and context of scenic resources. In an urban context, views and view
corridors often extend along City streets and may include foreground views of street trees,
architecturally notable or historic structures, plazas and the urban streetscape or more distant
backdrop views such as those of mountains, water bodies, parks, and open spaces.

3.1.1.1

Regional Aesthetic Setting

The Project area is located within a fully urbanized area in Orange County in the southeastern
portion of the City. The City forms part of a continuous urban landscape with the neighboring cities
of Westminster, Garden Grove, and Anaheim to the north, Santa Ana to the east, Costa Mesa to
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the southeast, and Huntington Beach to the southwest. Huntington Beach State Park is located 4
miles south, and separated from the Project area by the City of Huntington Beach.
The City is a classic residential community, predominantly composed of suburban middle-class
residential areas, dotted with shopping centers and well-maintained parks. The eastern portion of
the City along the Santa Ana River, where the Project area is located, is heavily commercial and
industrial, generally characterized by one- or two-story tilt-up structures set back from wide
surface streets and surrounded by surface parking. The above-grade Interstate 405 (I-405) is a
visually prominent feature and cuts diagonally through the City, including the Project area,
affording views of both the City and the Project area to motorists. The Santa Ana and San Gabriel
Mountains are located roughly 17 miles and 35 miles north of the Project area, respectively.
However, considering the distance of the Santa Ana and San Gabriel Mountains, the built-out
nature of the Project area, and existing structures onsite, potential views to these scenic
resources are substantially limited due to existing intervening structures and vegetation. The
City’s General Plan does not designate scenic views or vistas within the City, and there are no
unique or unusual features in the region that constitute a dominant portion of a viewshed.

3.1.1.2

Project Vicinity Visual Character and Quality

The vicinity of the Project area is
characterized primarily by suburban
residential, commercial, and industrial
development served by local roadways,
as well as the I-405 travel corridor.
Residential neighborhoods adjacent to
the north and west of the Project area are
characterized by suburban detached
single-family homes and one- or two-story
complexes
along
narrow,
well6-foot masonry walls, major streets, and vegetation in
landscaped streets. These residential The
landscaped areas separate the residential neighborhoods, to
neighborhoods are along Ward Street the left, from the Project area, to the right, along Talbert
and most of Talbert Avenue. The eastern Avenue.
end of Talbert Avenue, bordering the
Project area to the north, consists of commercial development. Commercial development in this
area includes the Costco Warehouse retail store, Costco gas station, and PetSmart, among other
retail shops. Uses south of the Project area, along Ellis Avenue, include the Orange County Water
District and the Orange County Sanitation District. In general, adjacent neighborhoods are visually
separated from the Project area by roads, vegetation, and, in some locations, masonry walls. While
interior portions of the Project area are generally not viewable from surrounding neighborhoods,
peripheral industrial and commercial uses along the border of the Project area are partially
viewable from surrounding neighborhoods. By their nature, industrial uses can exhibit visual
characteristics that may be incompatible with the surrounding residential neighborhoods,
including nighttime lighting, ambient noise, and architectural design. However, in the majority of
the Project area, industrial uses are set back considerably from adjacent residential uses, and
mature landscaping is maintained to an extent that older one- to two-story buildings do not
3.1-2
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substantially alter the aesthetic character of the existing neighborhood and the adjacent uses are
generally compatible with one another. The City is fully developed; all areas of the City, including
the Project area, have been built upon, eliminating virtually all forms of natural vegetation (City of
Fountain Valley 1995). In addition, major roadways such as Talbert Avenue, Ellis Avenue, and
Ward Street provide a relatively clear boundary between the Project area and the surrounding
residential, commercial, and industrial uses. Along both Talbert Avenue and Ward Street, 6-foot
masonry sound walls, street trees, and vegetation in landscaped areas separate the residential
neighborhoods from the Project area.
The Santa Ana River serves as the eastern border of the Project area. Views of the river are
blocked by an earthen and boulder levee and low concrete retaining walls. This section of the
Santa Ana River is confined to a concrete channel between the earthen levees, but does support
patches of vegetation visible from the Project area. Running along on top of the west levee and
eastern edge of the Project area is the Santa Ana River trail, an aboveground 12-foot-wide path.
This trail is a public accessway popular to pedestrians, cyclists, and dog-walkers, whom currently
have clear direct views of the Project area. This path is the only location that provides public views
overlooking the Project area.

3.1.1.3

Project Area Visual Character and Quality

The Project area, totaling approximately 162
acres, is a collection of commercial centers and
industrial business parks comprised of low-rise
development. The majority of industrial buildings
were constructed in the 1970s and 1980s and are
characteristic of commercial/industrial structures
found throughout the City. These buildings are
mostly one- or two-story, box-like tilt-up
structures with uniformly flat rooflines. Expansive
surface parking lots, large street frontages, and
bright colored signage give way to the cardominant landscape. The Project area is
generally flat and is typical of a light industrial
Big-box stores with plain frontages and colorful
center with buildings set back from wide surface
signage, such as Fry’s Electronics, set the tone for
the existing visual character within the Project area.
streets and parking lots. Individual properties
typically contain industrial buildings with surface
parking lots and established perimeter landscaping, including mature shade trees, grass lawns,
and small ornamental landscaping areas. Onsite vegetation is typically within parking medians or
along building frontages, including vegetated foyers and planters as part of the commercial
landscaping. Greenways and landscaping complement surface parking lots, sidewalks, and
internal streets. A combination of mature and immature trees are seen lining public streets and
on private properties. Trees and landscaping provide a visual break from the uniformity of urban
development, as well as shade and ornamental value.
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Due to many of the buildings and structures
having a low-profile, shade and shadow
effects are minimal. Even with many of the
structures
being
large,
flat-roofed
warehouses, shade and shadow effects are
negligible due to the setbacks between the
larger structures and adjacent buildings.
Parking lots and lawns fill the space
between the internal roadways and the
buildings
within
the
Project
area.
Ornamental landscaping is often found in
Onsite vegetation is typically installed within parking
between structures. There is also an
medians, vegetated courtyards and foyers, and planters as
excessive amount of visible utility poles and
part of commercial landscaping.
lines extended aboveground throughout the
Project area. The following is a description of key viewing locations views within the Project area
and Project vicinity (Table 3.1-1).

3.1.1.4

Scenic Vistas

A scenic vista is a view of natural
environmental, historic, and/or architectural
features possessing visual and aesthetic
qualities of value to the community. The term
“vista” generally implies an expansive view,
usually from an elevated point or open area.
No designated scenic vistas occur in the
Project area or its vicinity. Distant views of
the San Gabriel and Santa Ana Mountains
are very limited, with only partial views
available on internal roads, such as Lawson
Distant views of mountains are affordable from some
River Avenue, due to intervening structures
internal roadways such as Lawson River Avenue, but
and vegetation. Views of the mountains are
are generally dependent on weather conditions.
also largely dependent on clear weather
conditions. Street-level views of the Santa Ana River are blocked by the 10-foot levees on either
side of the river; however, the Santa Ana River may be viewed from the Santa Ana River Trail
adjacent to the Project area.
Public views of the Project area are generally viewed by motorists from the roadways that intersect
or border the Project area. These include I-405, Euclid Street, Newhope Street, Talbert Avenue,
Ward Street, and Ellis Avenue. Additionally, the Santa Ana River Trail provides direct views of the
Project area to pedestrians and cyclists. Also, as described above, there are only partial views of
development within the Project area from surrounding residential neighborhoods.
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Table 3.1-1.

Key Viewing Locations (KVLs)

Key Viewing Location 1: Intersection of Ward Street & Lawson River Avenue

3.1-6

This KVL is from the west side of Ward Street
looking east onto the Project area along Lawson
River Avenue. Lawson River Avenue is typical of
most internal roads within the Project area, with
landscaped areas and surface parking lots along
the setbacks of one- to two-story industrial
buildings. Landscaped areas along this KVL
consist of mature street trees that create
channelized views across the Project area,
allowing distant views of the Santa Ana Mountains
on clear days. Neighboring uses west of Ward
Street include a residential neighborhood. Due to
the low-profile of most structures, street trees, and
the masonry walls along the west side of Ward
Street, views of the industrial development are
partially obstructed but still visible from residential
areas. However, the mature trees lining the street
provide some visual relief.
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Table 3.1-1.

Key Viewing Locations (KVLs) (Continued)
This KVL is located at the intersection of Pacific
Street and Virginia Circle looking north towards the
I-405, This KVL representative of the visual
character of many internal roadways within the
Project area. Pacific Street is a small roadway with
street trees, small landscaped area, multiple
entrances to surface parking lots, and no
sidewalks. Pacific Street is within the region of the
Project area south of the I-405. One- to two-story
industrial buildings around this region are spaced
by surface parking lots around individual buildings.
Buildings are generally set back at least 15 feet
from the road. Parking lots and lawns fill the space
between the road and buildings. Although buildings
are generally setback from the road, views across
the Project area are limited. Views from internal
roadways are generally those characterized of an
industrial center.

Key Viewing Location 2: Pacific Street

Source: Google Earth 2016
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Table 3.1-1.
Key Viewing Location 3: Talbert Avenue

3.1-8

Key Viewing Locations (KVLs) (Continued)
This KVL is located on the north side of Talbert
Avenue, opposite the Project area, looking south
east. This KVL is representative of the
characteristics of the Project area along Talbert
Avenue. Talbert Avenue is a major roadway with
street trees along both sides and within the
roadway medians. Current development within the
Project area, along Talbert Avenue, consists of
one- to two-story structures, except the Hyundai
facility in the northwestern region of the Project
area. Views of existing development from the
adjacent residential neighborhood, north of Talbert
Avenue, is limited. The low profile of most
structures, the 6-foot masonry wall, and street
trees limit views of the Project area from residential
uses.
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Table 3.1-1.
Key Viewing Location 4: Euclid Street
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Key Viewing Locations (KVLs) (Continued)
This KVL is at the intersection of Euclid Street and
Talbert Avenue, looking south onto the Project
area. Views of the Project area along Euclid Street
and Talbert Avenue are characterized by
commercial development, usually one-story
structures. These uses are comparable to those of
the Costco Wholesale retail store to the north of
the Project area. However, uses north of Talbert
Avenue and east of Euclid Street mostly include
residential neighborhoods. Views of the Project
area from the residential neighborhoods are
generally limited, as most structures visible from
this KVL are low-profile, one-story buildings.
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Table 3.1-1.

Key Viewing Locations (KVLs) (Continued)

Key Viewing Location 5: Intersection of Euclid Street & Newhope Street

KVL 4 KVL 5 is located at the intersection of Euclid
Street & Newhope Street/I-405 Northbound ramps,
at the north eastern region of the Project area,
looking northeast within the Project area. This KVL
is in the vicinity of several commercial buildings
ranging from one- to two-stories with perimeter
landscaping and surface parking lots. Limited
views of the Santa Ana Mountains are visible on
clear days. With I-405 on- and off-ramps, bus
stops, and pedestrian crossings located near this
intersection, viewing corridors to commuters and
travelers using several modes of transportation are
provided at this intersection.

Source: Google Earth 2016
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Table 3.1-1.

Key Viewing Locations (KVLs) (Continued)

Key Viewing Location 6: Santa Ana River Trail

KVL 6 is located along the Santa Ana River Trail,
adjacent to the eastern boundary of the Project
area, looking west onto the Project area. This KVL
provides views of the industrial development in the
northeastern region of the Project area. Similar to
other KVLs, this region is characterized by lowprofile development with perimeter landscaping.
Views overlooking the Project area are partially
visible from regions of the Santa Ana River Trail.

Source: Google Earth 2016
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3.1.1.5

Scenic Highways and Roadways

The California Scenic Highway Program, maintained by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) protects state scenic highway corridors from changes that would
diminish the aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways. I-405 bisects the Project area;
however, according to the California State Scenic Highway Program it is not a state-designated
scenic highway. Therefore, no state-designated scenic highways occur within or adjacent to the
City (Caltrans 2016).

3.1.1.6

Light and Glare

Light and glare levels in the Project area are typical for that of urban areas and other business
parks. The Project area is located in a developed urban area that currently includes numerous
sources of artificial nighttime lighting, including streetlights, exterior security lighting, interior
building illumination, parking lot lighting, and vehicle lights. Structures along the perimeter of the
Project area are generally one- to two-story, therefore, interior lighting is not prominent nor visible
to adjacent neighborhoods. Vehicle headlights, street lighting at intersections and along the
streets, parking lot lighting, and building lighting, as well as various other sources of light from
onsite developments, contribute to the existing light setting within the Project area. I-405, which
bisects the Project area, is associated with heavy amounts of vehicle headlights and street lighting
which is a major contributor to the light setting.
Glare effects are most prominent in the daytime when sunlight or artificial light is reflected by
highly polished surfaces such as windows and reflective materials. However, structures in the
Project area are generally low-profile structures that lack exteriors with reflective materials, such
as metals and glass, or excessive windows, resulting in a minimal existing glare effect in the
Project
area.
The
low-profile
characteristic of the buildings in the
Project area also reduce effects of light
and glare. The only structures within the
Project area that potentially generate the
most glare effects are the Hyundai office
building and the office building located in
the northwest corner of the Project area.
The structures are five- to six-stories
with glass window surfaces and produce
light and glare at night to surrounding
single-family homes to the north and
The Hyundai facility and the adjacent office building generate
across I-405 to the southwest. glare effects during daytime due to their glassy exteriors, and
Additionally, these structures reflect generate nighttime lighting effects from their artificial exterior
lighting.
sunlight onto motorists, pedestrians,
cyclists, and all other persons traveling
in or through the area, especially those travelling northbound on I-405 adjacent to the Hyundai
facility and along the Ward Street & Talbert Avenue intersection.
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3.1.2

Regulatory Setting

3.1.2.1

Federal

There are no federal regulations that pertain to aesthetic or visual resources.

3.1.2.2

State

Caltrans Scenic Highway Program
Caltrans defines a scenic highway as any freeway, highway, road, or other public right-of-way that
traverses an area of exceptional scenic quality. Suitability for designation as a State Scenic Highway
is based on vividness, intactness, and unity. There are no designated State Scenic Highways within
the City of Fountain Valley (Caltrans 2016).

3.1.2.3

Local

City of Fountain Valley General Plan
The following goals and policies from the City of Fountain Valley General Plan pertain to the
Project:
Goal 2.1 Maintain and enhance high quality development throughout the City.
Policy 2.1.1 Maintain and continue to enhance high quality mixed use development
throughout the City.
Policy 2.1.1 Encourage variety, quality, consistency, and innovation in land use practice.
Policy 2.1.3 Promote quality commercial and industrial development.
Goal 2.5 Protect and enhance the City’s existing positive visual attributes.
Policy 2.5.1 Protect and enhance existing well maintained neighborhood areas.
Goal 2.6 Improve architectural quality of development within Fountain Valley.
Policy 2.6.1 Promote residential, commercial and industrial development which achieves
harmony without monotony in the built environment.
Goal 2.7 Well designed new residential development.
Goal 2.8 Well designed commercial and industrial development.
Policy 2.8.1 Work with commercial center owners and tenants to improve the appearance
and character of these developments.
Goal 2.9 Attractive streetscapes throughout the City.
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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Policy 2.9.1 Encourage landscaping to enhance streetscapes.
Policy 2.9.3 Fencing treatment shall be designed to be aesthetically pleasing.
Policy 2.9.4 Buildings shall present fully finished facades on all sides visible from
freeways or streets.
Goal 2.10 Safe and attractive pedestrian facilities.
Goal 2.11 Safe and attractive parking facilities throughout the City.
Policy 2.11.1 Minimize the visual impacts of commercial and industrial surface parking.
Policy 2.11.2 Improve the appearance and convenience of rear parking lots in commercial
districts.
City of Fountain Valley Municipal Code
The City addresses visual considerations for development in the Municipal Code. The City Zoning
Code sets forth specific design guidelines, height limits, building density, building design and
landscaping standards, architectural features, sign regulations, and open space and setback
requirements.
Section 21.10.040, Commercial and Manufacturing District General Development Standards. As
the Project area is zoned Manufacturing Zone (M1), the maximum allowed building height for the
Project area is 60 feet, or four stories. Required setbacks are 30 feet on arterial streets and 20
feet on local streets. Parcels zoned M1 also require 80 percent of lot coverage.
Section 21.18.060, Exterior Lighting. The Municipal Code requires lighting fixtures to be
architecturally compatible with the character of the surrounding structure in terms of height,
intensity, and scale to the use they are serving. Parking lot lighting shall be between 2 and 5 footcandles at the base of the light fixture while building-mounted lighting shall not exceed 5 footcandles measured 5 feet from the source. Security lighting is required in all nonresidential districts
at building entrances and exits, providing 2 to 3 foot-candles of light.
All outdoor lighting associated with commercial uses shall be shielded and directed away from
surrounding residential uses. In addition, the Municipal Code restricts the amount of spillover
lighting that may extend beyond the Project area. Where the light source is visible from outside
the property boundary, shielding is required to reduce glare so that neither the light source nor its
image from a reflective surface is directly visible from 5 feet or more beyond the property line;
however, this requirement does not apply to single-family residential uses, traffic safety lighting
or public street lighting.
Section 21.20, Landscaping. Nonresidential and multi-family uses are required to provide and
maintain 15 percent of the site in landscaped areas. This may include setback areas and other
unused areas of the site that are not intended for future use. Parking lot landscaping counts
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toward the 15 percent requirement. Parking areas and unused areas, including pad sites in
shopping centers also require landscaping.
Parking areas adjoining a public street must be designed to provide a landscaped planting strip
between the street right-of-way and parking area of a minimum 15 feet in width. The planting strip
shall include a landscaped berm a minimum of 3 feet in height. Parking areas for nonresidential
uses adjoining residential uses shall provide a solid masonry wall and landscaped buffer yard a
minimum of 10 feet in width between the parking area and the common property line bordering
the residential use. For each 100 lineal feet of landscaped buffer yard, a minimum of six trees
shall be provided. For off-street parking areas with ten or more spaces, at least one tree for each
ten parking stalls and appropriate shrubs and ground cover shall be included. This does not
include the perimeter planting strip. Trees shall be in planters located throughout the parking area.
In order to be considered within the parking area, trees shall be located in planters that are
bounded on at least three sides by parking area paving. Planters shall have a minimum interior
dimension of 4 feet. All ends of parking lanes shall have landscaped islands. Parking lots with
more than 100 spaces shall provide a concentration of landscape elements at primary entrances,
including specimen trees, flowering plants, enhanced paving, and project identification.
A comprehensive landscape and irrigation plan, prepared and signed by a California licensed
landscape contractor or landscape architect, is required for approval of new developments.
Section 21.24.070, Signs. The Municipal Code requires signs to be designed as an integral part
of the total building design. Signs with external illumination shall be shielded to concentrate the
illumination on the sign to prevent glare on the street or adjacent property. Signs shall be
maintained in proper working order and in a state of good repair at all times. For purposes of
aesthetics and quality, the display surfaces of all signs shall be kept clean and legible at all times.
Section 21.40 Development Review. This chapter establishes procedures for the commission’s
review of the design and appearance of structures to ensure that projects comply with all
applicable development and design standards/guidelines, and minimize potential adverse effects,
in compliance with the actions, goals, objectives and policies of the general plan, any applicable
specific plan, and this title.

3.1.3

Impact Assessment and Methodology

3.1.3.1

Thresholds for Determining Significance

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the 2016 CEQA Guidelines.
For purposes of this EIR, implementation of the Project may have a significant adverse impact on
aesthetics if they would do any of the following:
1) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.
2) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State Scenic highway.
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3) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings. (This may include loss of major onsite landscape features, or degradation
by change of character when placed in the context of the existing surroundings.)
4) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.
Based on these standards, the effects of the Project have been categorized as either a “less than
significant impact” or a “potentially significant impact.” Mitigation measures are recommended if
there are potentially significant impacts. If a potentially significant impact cannot be reduced to a
“less than significant” level through mitigation, it is categorized as a “significant and unavoidable”
impact.

3.1.3.2

Methodology

This section describes the potential impacts that buildout of the Project could cause on visual and
aesthetic quality in the Project area and vicinity. The impact analysis is based on fieldwork and
visual observations of the Project area undertaken in August 2016, analysis of the Project area’s
relationship to the surrounding community, and the City’s existing policy framework for protecting
visual quality. This information was utilized to identify important visual resources. To the extent
feasible, this assessment quantifies the potential changes to visual resources (i.e., change in
building heights, setbacks, and distances). For example, this analysis defines KVLs to help compare
the existing setting against the proposed Project’s design guidelines and development standards
(Table 3.1-1). However, aesthetic impacts are also addressed qualitatively where quantification was
determined to be inaccurate and/or unreliable, and therefore, infeasible.
Impacts to aesthetic and visual resources associated with new development permitted under the
Project are addressed programmatically. Although this analysis acknowledges the gradual
incremental nature of potential changes (which may decrease public perception of severity over
time), CEQA requires that such effects are compared to the existing physical setting of the Project
area as described in Section 3.1.1, Environmental Setting.

3.1.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact VIS-1 Description
VIS-1

The Project would not block or diminish public views of a scenic vista or views
of scenic resources from a designated state scenic highway or block and
diminish public views of an existing scenic vista. Therefore, no impacts would
occur.

The Project area does not contain any designated scenic vistas or state scenic highways. The
Project area is fully urbanized and currently developed with one- to two-story buildings which are
set back from wide surface streets and parking lots. The most notable features within the vicinity
are I-405 and the commercial/industrial development that accompany both sides of the freeway.
Though the Project area is gently sloping southwest, the topography of the area is relatively flat and
3.1-16
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does not contain any unique topographic features that would offer a scenic view. As such,
implementation of the Project would not substantially damage scenic resources related to a state
scenic highway, as there are no roadways or areas within the Project area that are designated as
scenic routes or vistas by the state of California or the City. In addition, no portions of the Project
area or the surrounding vicinity would encompass a viewshed of a state scenic highway. While the
Project would allow development of one- to four-stories high, and in some cases up to six-stories
high, new development may be visible from other regions of the City. However, each development
project undertaken within the Project area would undergo a review process and would be subject
to height limits listed in the FVCSP. Therefore, the Project would cause no impacts to existing scenic
vistas and scenic views.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact VIS-2 Description
VIS-2

Implementation of the Project could result in impacts to visual resources with
future development. Existing City regulation as well as the design standards in
the FVCSP would ensure that impacts to visual resources would be less than
significant.

As described above, there are no designated state scenic highways adjacent to or visible from
the Project area. Additionally, there are no designated historic structures within the Project vicinity.
However, redevelopment permitted in the Project area, under the FVCSP, could result in the
removal of mature trees, resulting in the potential for significant impacts to scenic trees and urban
forest. Trees are valuable scenic resources that help provide overall aesthetic beauty to a property
or public street, shield parking lots, provide contrast to urban buildings, offer shade, and keep
public spaces and walkways cooler in the summer. Redevelopment would mainly affect trees on
private property, more so than street trees, as redevelopment of parking lots and buildings would
result in removal of trees within each property.
The FVCSP encourages the preservation of mature trees and encourages new development to
incorporate trees within landscape areas. In addition, the City’s Municipal Code 12.04.040,
contains regulations regarding cutting, trimming, planting, pruning, removing, injuring, or
interfering with trees, shrubs, or plants on streets, parkways, or public places. The Municipal Code
requires that any removed tree be replaced by a tree of the type designated for the street and
meeting the specifications of the director of public works and/or such other conditions as may be
appropriate in the circumstances. Adherence to the City’s Municipal Code would assist in
alleviating the effects of this impact over the long-term. As such, compliance with design
standards in the FVCSP and City Municipal Code would minimize impacts of tree removal as the
trees would be required to be maintained or replaced to sustain and improve the urban forest.
Therefore, these impacts would be reduced to less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact VIS-3 Description
VIS-3

Implementation of the Project would gradually alter the existing visual quality
and character of the Project area through increases in land use density and the
replacement of existing one- to two-story structures and/or surface parking
areas with new multi-story buildings up to four-stories high, and in some cases
up to six-stories. However, impacts on visual character and quality would be less
than significant.

The Project would change the existing visual character of the Project area, as it aims to facilitate
new multiple-story development. Existing M-1 zoning allows for 60 foot, 4 story structures, and
zoning under the FVCSP would continue to permit new buildings up to four-stories. Development
of up to four-stories would be allowed throughout the Project area, with some exceptions and
limitations. Unlike the existing zoning, taller buildings of up to six-stories high would be conditionally
permitted within the Workplace Gateway District along both sides of I-405 and within the Activity
Core Overlay towards the northeastern region of the Project area. Refer to Figure 2-4 in the Project
Description for proposed land use districts. Height limitations of two stories for new development
would also be implemented along Talbert Avenue and Ward Street. The increase in height of new
development may substantially alter the character of the area, affecting abutting uses such as
residential neighborhoods. Please see KVL descriptions below for further explanation.
Key Viewing Location 1
The Project’s proposed land use district within the region of KVL 1 is the Mixed Industry District.
Redevelopment within this area, which encompasses the southwestern region of the Project area,
would focus on upgrading existing building and connectivity. Development within the Mixed Industry
District would be permitted to increase building heights up to four-stories. This increase in high
would alter the character of the area and may result in the visibility of new structures from the
abutting residential neighborhood west of Ward Street. However, development along Ward Street
would be limited to two-story structures. Most redevelopment would improve the visual quality of
existing structures which would generally enhance the visual characteristics of the Project area.
Taller buildings up to four-stories within the Project area may potentially be visible from the
residential neighborhoods, but as currently observed, views of development from the KVL would be
partially be obstructed by trees and vegetation. Therefore, impacts to visual quality and
characteristics would be less than significant.
Key Viewing Location 2
Proposed land use districts within the region of KVL 2 would include the Mixed Industry District and
Workplace Gateway District. The land use districts would allow redevelopment up to four-stories,
with redevelopment of structures up to six-stories conditionally permitted within the Workplace
Gateway District. New development would allow higher structures; however, the visual quality and
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characteristics of this area would generally remain the same. Development within the Workplace
Gateway District would consist of high value office development which would replace the existing
industrial buildings. The proposed development within the region would enhance the visual
characteristics of the area. Therefore, impacts to the visual quality and characteristics of the area
within KVL 2 would be less than significant.
Key Viewing Location 3
Land use districts within the region of KVL 3 would include the Workplace Neighborhood District
and regions of the Activity Core Overlay. Redevelopment within the region of KVL 3, along Talbert
Avenue, would be limited to two-story structures, similar to existing development. The Workplace
Neighborhood District would consist of mixed commercial and residential uses. These proposed
uses would allow a transition into the abutting residential neighborhood north of Talbert Avenue.
With residential development along Talbert Avenue, the visual quality and characteristics of the area
would be enhanced. Even though the existing masonry wall and existing trees obstruct views of the
Project area from the residential neighborhood, the proposed uses would potentially improve the
visual quality from adjacent properties by provided an enhanced transition. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.
Key Viewing Locations 4 – 6
KVLs 4 to 6 focus on the northeastern region of the Project area. Proposed land use districts in this
region would include the Workplace Neighborhood District with the Activity Core Overlay. These
land use districts would allow development similar to the existing development with the addition of
residential uses. The Activity Core Overlay would consist of mixed retail, entertainment, and
community services, which would be compatible and would provide an effective transition from the
Project area to surrounding uses. Increase in building height would slightly alter the character of the
region but would maintain high visual quality for residents and travelers within the Project vicinity.
Proposed land uses would potentially increase the use of the area, but the mixed-use development
would improve the character of the Project area and would attract people to the activity center.
Therefore, impacts to visual quality and character of the area would be less than significant.
As described with the KVLs analysis, new structures would change the visual setting of the Project
area in some regions, with potential increases in the bulk and scale of buildings and the amount of
pedestrian facilities and corridors. However, new development under the FVCSP would be intended
to improve the visual quality and character of the Project area. Future development within the
Project area would be subject to a formal development review process, which would include
development standards provided in the FVCSP, operating under the City’s General Plan, such as
maintaining and enhancing high-quality mixed-use development, retaining interesting architectural
design elements, and installing new sidewalks and natural landscaping features. This would ensure
that the design of proposed buildings would enhance the character and quality of the Project area,
contributing to a high quality urban environment. The increase in density would also enhance the
urban landscapes, allowing the opportunity to create a vibrant urban setting that would be aligned
with the City’s goals and objectives. Thus, with implementation of existing and proposed design
standards for FVCSP, impacts would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact VIS-4 Description
VIS-4

Construction activities resulting from implementation of the Project would
temporarily create impacts to the visual character of the Project area. Due to the
temporary nature of construction, impacts would be less than significant.

Construction-related activities as a result of Project implementation would involve demolition and
removal of existing structures, site grading, and construction of new structures. Graded surfaces,
construction debris, construction equipment, and truck traffic would be visible intermittently and
on a temporary basis. The duration and intensity of construction would vary depending on the
development.
Views of the Project area would be primarily from nearby commercial and industrial buildings, I405, the Santa Ana River Trail, and views from residential areas west of Ward Street and north
of Talbert Avenue. Construction-related activities would temporarily influence the character of the
Project area as viewed from surrounding buildings, residences, and motorists traveling along
adjacent roadways. Upon completion of construction activities, short-term visual impacts would
cease. Therefore, due to the temporary nature of construction, impacts are considered to be less
than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact VIS-5 Description
VIS-5

Implementation of the Project would create a new source of light or glare.
However, light and glare levels would not adversely affect daytime or nighttime
views in the area. Impacts would be less than significant.

The effects of lighting most often correspond with the use of artificial light during the evening and
nighttime hours. Introducing light to an area may inconvenience surrounding residences or lessen
the view of the nighttime sky. Unwanted light that flows onto properties alongside the property
being illuminated is commonly defined as light spill. The effects of lighting depend on a variety of
factors including, the type of light source, the amount of light generated, the height of the light
source, the presence of obstructions, and weather conditions. The effects of glare predominantly
occur during the daytime and are caused by the reflection of sunlight or artificial light by glossy
surfaces including window glass, reflective materials, and, to a lesser extent, by light-colored
surfaces. Nighttime or evening glare can result from the reflection of artificial light sources such
as vehicle headlights.
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New development permitted under the FVCSP would occur within a fully developed, urban area
with many existing sources of light and glare. Sensitive receptors including residential land uses
along Talbert Avenue and Ward Street and commuters along arterial roadways within the Project
area may be especially susceptible to changes in nighttime lighting and glare. Project
implementation could increase the amount of light and glare, as it proposes to increase land use
intensity and building heights in the Project area, and may result in the use of reflective building
materials. Lighting from new developments may include additional exterior light fixtures, pathfinding lighting for public safety, and safety lighting for vehicular circulation.
Within KVLs 1 and 3, light and glare would remain relatively the same as current conditions due
to the height limitation on future redevelopment adjacent to residential areas. Since uses would
remain relatively the same along Ward Street, nighttime lighting would not substantially change
within KVL 1. Within KVL 3, future development would be limited to two-story structures similar
existing conditions. In addition, development in this area would include residential uses which
would, to some extent, eliminate the existing light spill from electric commercial signage on
buildings. This would potentially be beneficial for the abutting residential neighborhood.
The high value office development proposed for the Workplace Gateway District would potentially
increase light and glare effects as new development may consist of more exterior lighting fixtures
and reflective material. This would result in change of light and glare setting within KVL 2.
Similarly, development within the Activity Core Overlay, which is focused within regions of KVLs
4 to 6, would substantially increase lighting. The proposed retail, commercial, and residential uses
would generate more lighting effects than existing conditions. However, regions within KVLs 2, 4,
5, and 6 are far from sensitive receptors and would not substantially cause any impact to
surrounding uses. Glare effects within most regions would be limited as glazing and other
reflective materials used in the façade of the proposed structures would have to adhere to the
standards in the FVCSP.
Additionally, to ensure that impacts related to exterior light and glare are reduced to levels
considered less than significant, the development projects under the FVCSP would adhere to the
Municipal Code 21.18.060, which implements restrictions on exterior lighting. This would ensure
that all lighting fixtures be architecturally compatible with the surrounding structural character in
terms of appropriate height, intensity, and scale to the use they are serving. In addition, the
FVCSP includes development standards and design requirements to reduce potential glare and
light spillover from future development projects. The regulations require shielding and site
orientation to reduce lighting issues and height standards for new lighting systems adjacent to
residential corridors, such as those along Talbert Avenue. Further, future discretionary
development projects proposed within the FVCSP would require design review by City staff. As
such, lighting for the Project is anticipated to be compatible with other uses in the vicinity of the
Project area and would not introduce a substantial new source of nighttime light pollution.
Therefore, impacts related to light and glare from development of Project area would be less than
significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
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3.1.4.1

Residual Impacts

Although the Project would gradually change the character of the Project area over time, the impacts
to visual resources and aesthetics would be less than significant.

3.1.4.2

Cumulative Impacts

The Project, in combination with approved, pending, and proposed development in the City,
particularly within the Project area vicinity, would contribute towards creating a pedestrian-friendly
and mixed-use development environment in the City. All new projects would be required to adhere
to the design standards of the City’s General Plan and would be required to undergo discretionary
review by the Planning Commission and City Council, as well as final design review by the
Architectural Review Board. Thus, although the visual character of the site could change as
development increases, the impact to visual quality would not be considered substantially adverse.
Cumulative development anticipated to occur in the Project vicinity would result in changes to
various aspects of the area’s character (e.g., building composition); however, the changes would
not be considered adverse as much of proposed or pending development would remain commercial
or industrial in character, consistent with the current character and use of the site and surrounding
area. The extent of visual impacts of buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan Sakioka Site is not
known at this time as no applications for development projects have been submitted; however, it is
assumed the vacant Sakioka site would be developed with commercial and industrial uses. The
implementation of the Orange County Sanitation District Master Plan would continue to retain the
industrial character of this site. The Master Plan for the Former LA Times Project Site is not
anticipated to be visible from the Project site or the identified KVLs. It is assumed that all of the
development proposals in the Project area would be subject to all applicable City development and
design standards, including those set forth in the City’s Zoning Ordinance, to ensure compatibility
with the existing surrounding areas.
Furthermore, the FVCSP includes development standards and design guidelines to ensure that
future projects develop structures that would maintain and enhance the area’s visual character.
Therefore, the overall aesthetic impact of cumulative development in the Project area would be less
than significant.
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3.2

AIR QUALITY

This section evaluates the potential impacts of the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
Project (Project) on air quality in the Project area and the South Coast Air Basin (Basin). This
evaluation includes both short-term construction impacts and long-term operational impacts of
the proposed construction and operation at buildout of the Project. An analysis of greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions and associated impacts is included in Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions. Information for this section was derived from the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA), the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD), and from emissions modeling using the California
Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) conducted for the Project’s construction and operations
(including traffic). This modeling has been adjusted from that provided in the pre-recirculation
Final EIR released in April 2017 to reflect an updated air pollutant modeling analysis utilizing an
updated version of CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.1), to provide clarification on the level of Project
impacts to air quality and reliance on identified mitigation measures, to reflect changes in the
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Fehr
& Peers and amended in September 2017 (Appendix E), and to provide expanded discussion
on the Project’s compliance with adopted SCAQMD Rules. Appendix D of the Partial
Recirculated Draft EIR has been updated to include the revised CalEEMod emissions
calculations. In addition, these revisions have been provided to include consideration of plans
and programs which had been adopted after release of the initial Notice of Preparation and
during development of the Draft and pre-recirculation Final EIR, such as the most recently
adopted 2016-2040 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (adopted in April 2016) and
the most recently adopted Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) (adopted in March 2017). The
revised air pollutant modeling is reflected throughout the setting and analysis, including Tables
3.2-3, 3.2-7 and 3.2-8. Revisions to the TIA in December 2017 to account for revised plans for
improvement to the Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramp (see Section 8.0,
Response to Comments) have not resulted in the need for revised modeling or analysis of
Project-related air pollutant emissions, as revised intersection improvements have not affected
assumptions regarding Project stationary or mobile source emissions (i.e., traffic volume,
distribution, development plans, construction schedule, etc.).

3.2.1

Environmental Setting

Location and Climate
The City of Fountain Valley (City) is in the western portion of Orange County (County), which is
within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin). The Basin is bounded by the San Gabriel, San
Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east that trap air and its pollutants in
the valleys below, making the Basin an area of high air pollution potential. The air quality within
the Basin is influenced by a wide range of emissions sources, such as dense population
centers, heavy vehicular traffic, industry, and weather.
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The regional climate within the Basin is
considered semi-arid and is characterized by
warm summers, mild winters, infrequent
seasonal rainfall, moderate daytime onshore
breezes, and moderate humidity. The City is in
the western coastal portion of the Basin, which
has moderate variability in temperatures, with
average monthly highs from 69 to 85 degrees
Fahrenheit (°F) and lows from 46 to 64°F
(WRCC 2016). The majority of annual rainfall in
the Basin occurs between December and March,
and the annual average total of rainfall in the City
is 13.84 inches (City of Fountain Valley 2016).

South Coast Air Basin

The South Coast Air Basin includes Orange
County and the non-desert portions of Los
Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties
(image from California ARB).

The Basin frequently experiences weather
conditions that trap air pollutants within the
Basin. First, the Basin has persistent temperature inversions formed by warmer air in the upper
layer and cooler air in the lower layer. Temperature inversions limit the vertical dispersion of air
contaminants, holding them relatively near the ground. These inversions break when the sun
heats the lower layer, allowing the two layers to mix and the previously trapped air to leave the
basin. Second, the Basin experiences periods of stagnant wind conditions, which also limit the
movement of air pollutants. The combination of stagnant wind conditions and low inversions
produces the greatest pollutant concentrations. Conversely, on days of no inversion or high
wind speeds, ambient air pollutant concentrations are the lowest.
Air Pollutants
Air pollutant emissions within the Basin are generated from a variety of stationary, mobile, and
natural sources—from large oil refineries and small businesses such as dry cleaners, to
domestic uses such as barbeques and gas powered lawn tools (City of Fountain Valley 1995).
Mobile sources, including motor vehicles, aircraft, ships, trains, and construction equipment
account for most of the air pollutant emissions within the Basin. Construction activities that
create fugitive dust such as excavation and grading also contribute to emissions. Air pollutants
can also be generated when winds entrain dust particles from the ground surface into the air.
To protect the public health and welfare, the federal and state governments have identified six
criteria air pollutants and a host of air toxics, and established ambient air quality standards
through the federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act. The air pollutants for which
federal and state standards have been circulated and that are most relevant to air quality
planning and regulation in the air basins include ozone, carbon monoxide, suspended
particulate matter, fine particulate matter, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead. In addition,
there are toxic air contaminants which are of concern in the Basin. These pollutants are
described as follows (refer to Table 3.2-1 for federal and state standards):
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Table 3.2-1.

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient
Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) Attainment Status for South Coast Air
Basin Criteria Pollutants
Averaging
Period

Ozone (O3)

California
Standard

Federal
Standard

CAAQS

NAAQS

1 hour
8 hour

b

Criteria Pollutant Attainment Level
Summary
California

Federal

0.09 ppm

a

0.12 ppm

Nonattainment

Extreme Nonattainment

0.07 ppm

0.070 ppm

Nonattainment

Designations Pending

Nonattainment

Attainment as Serious
Maintenance Area

Nonattainment

Serious Nonattainment

Respirable
Particulate
Matter (PM10)
(1987)

24 hour

50 μg/m

150 μg/m

Annual

20 μg/m

-

Fine
Particulate
Matter (PM2.5)
(2006, 2012)

24 hour

-

35 μg/m3

Annual

12 μg/m

12 μg/m

Lead (Pb)
(2015)

3 month
rolling
average

-

0.15 μg/m3

-

Partial Nonattainment

Carbon
Monoxide (CO)

1 hour

20 ppm

35 ppm

Attainment

8 hour

9 ppm

9 ppm

Attainment as Serious
Maintenance Area

Nitrogen
Dioxide (NO2)c

1 hour

0.18 ppm

0.10 ppm

Attainment

Unclassifiable/Attainment

Annual

0.03 ppm

0.053 ppm

Attainment

Attainment
(Maintenance)

1 hour

-

75 ppb

Attainment

Attainment

3 hour

-

0.5 ppm

24 hour
Annual

-

-

Sulfur Dioxide
(SO2)d

3

3

3

3

3

Notes: USEPA often only declares Nonattainment areas; everywhere else is listed as Unclassifiable/Attainment or
Unclassifiable.
a1-hour O3 standard (0.12 ppm) was revoked, effective June 15, 2005; however, the Basin has not attained this
standard based on 2008-2010 data and is still subject to anti-backsliding requirements.
b1997 8-hour O3 standard (0.08 ppm) was reduced (0.075 ppm), effective May 27, 2008; the revoked 1997 O3
standard is still subject to anti-backsliding requirements.
cNew NO2 1-hour standard, effective August 2, 2010; attainment designations January 20, 2012; annual NO2
standard retained.
dThe 1971 annual and 24-hour SO standards were revoked, effective August 23, 2010; however, these 1971
2
standards will remain in effect until one year after USEPA promulgates area designations for the 2010 SO2 1-hour
standard.
Source: CARB 2016.

Pollutants
•

Ozone (O3): O3 is a gas that is produced by a photochemical reaction (triggered by sunlight)
between nitrogen oxides (NOx) and reactive organic gases (ROGs), also referred to as
volatile organic compounds (VOCs). NOx is formed during the combustion of fuels, while
ROGs are formed during combustion and evaporation of organic solvents. Conditions that
produce high concentrations of ozone are direct sunshine, stagnation in source areas, high
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ground surface temperatures, and a strong inversion layer that restricts vertical mixing. O3
concentrations are generally highest during the summer months when direct sunlight, light
wind, and warm temperature conditions are favorable.
O3 is a pungent, colorless, toxic gas with direct health effects on humans including
respiratory and eye irritation and possible changes in lung functions. Groups most
sensitive to ozone include children, the elderly, people with respiratory disorders, and
people who exercise strenuously outdoors.
•

Carbon Monoxide (CO): CO is a colorless, odorless gas produced by the incomplete
combustion of fuels. CO concentrations tend to be the highest near congested
transportation corridors and intersections, especially during winter mornings with little to no
wind, when surface-based inversions trap the pollutant at ground levels.
CO’s health effects are related to its affinity for hemoglobin in the blood. At high
concentrations, carbon monoxide reduces the amount of oxygen in the blood, causing
heart difficulties in people with chronic diseases, reduced lung capacity and impaired
mental abilities. Individuals most at risk include fetuses, patients with diseases involving
heart and blood vessels, and patients with chronic hypoxemia (oxygen deficiency) as
seen at high altitudes.

•

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) and Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5): PM10 and PM2.5
consist of extremely small, suspended particles or droplets with diameters less than 10
microns and less than 2.5 microns, respectively. PM10 generally comes from windblown dust
and dust entrained from mobile sources, while PM2.5 is generally associated with combustion
processes as well as being formed in the atmosphere as a secondary pollutant through
chemical reactions. Most particulate matter in urban areas is produced by fuel combustion,
motor vehicle travel, and construction activities.
Children, the elderly, and people with pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular disease
appear to be more susceptible to the effects of high levels of PM10 and PM2.5. Potential
impacts of elevated levels of PM10 and PM2.5 include increased mortality rates,
respiratory infections, number and severity of asthma attacks, and number of hospital
admissions. Daily fluctuations in PM2.5 concentration levels have been related to hospital
admissions for acute respiratory conditions in children, to school and kindergarten
absences, to a decrease in respiratory lung volumes in normal children, and to increased
medication use in children and adults with asthma. Recent studies show lung function
growth in children is reduced with long-term exposure to particulate matter.

•

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2): Population-based studies suggest that an increase in acute
respiratory illness, including infections and respiratory symptoms in children (not infants), is
associated with long-term exposure to NO2 at levels found in homes with gas stoves, which
are higher than ambient levels found in Southern California. Increase in resistance to air
flow and airway contraction is observed after short-term exposure to NO2 in healthy
subjects. Larger decreases in lung functions are observed in individuals with asthma or
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (e.g., chronic bronchitis, emphysema) than in healthy
individuals, indicating a greater susceptibility of these sub-groups.

•

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2): SO2 is a colorless, extremely irritating gas or liquid. The largest
sources of SO2 are fossil fuel combustion at power plants and other industrial facilities.
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Smaller sources of SO2 emissions include industrial processes such as extracting metal
from ore, and the burning of high sulfur containing fuels by locomotives, large ships, and
non-road equipment.
SO2 is linked with a number of adverse effects on the respiratory system. Asthmatics are
particularly sensitive to SO2, with only a few minutes of exposure to low levels of the gas
potentially resulting in airway constriction.
•

Lead: Lead occurs in the atmosphere as particulate matter. The combustion of leaded
gasoline is the primary source of airborne lead in the Basin. The use of leaded gasoline is
no longer permitted for on-road motor vehicles; therefore, most lead combustion emissions
are associated with aircraft and some racing and off-road vehicles. Substantial lead
emissions also occur in the manufacturing and recycling of batteries, paint, ink, ceramics,
ammunition, and secondary lead smelters. However, from 1970 to 2005, lead emissions in
the US dropped by 99 percent (USEPA 2016).
Fetuses, infants, and children are more sensitive than others to the adverse effects of
lead exposure. Exposure to low levels of lead can adversely affect the development and
function of the central nervous system, leading to learning disorders, distractibility,
inability to follow simple commands, and lower intelligence quotient. In adults, increased
levels of lead are associated with increased blood pressure. Lead poisoning can cause
anemia, lethargy, seizures, and death, although it appears that there are no direct
effects of lead on the respiratory system.

•

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) TACs are a diverse group of air pollutants including both
organic and inorganic chemical substances that may be emitted from a variety of common
sources including gasoline stations, motor vehicles, dry cleaners, industrial operations,
painting operations, and research and teaching facilities. TACs are different than the criteria
pollutants previously discussed in that ambient air quality standards have not been
established for them, largely because there are hundreds of air toxics and their effects on
health vary greatly and tend to be local rather than regional. CARB has designated nearly
200 compounds as TACs. Additionally, CARB has implemented control measures for a
number of compounds that pose high risks and show potential for effective control.
TACs are capable of causing chronic and acute adverse effects on human health. These
health impacts include increased risk of cancer due to continual inhalation of toxic air
pollutants. The majority of the estimated health risks from TACs can be attributed to a
relatively few compounds, the most important being particulate matter from diesel-fueled
engines.

Odors
•

Odors are not regulated under the federal or state Clean Air Acts; however, they are
considered under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Odors can potentially
affect human health in several ways. First, odorant compounds can irritate the eye, nose,
and throat, which can reduce respiratory volume. Second, the ROGs that cause odors can
stimulate sensory nerves to cause neurochemical changes that might influence health, for
instance, by compromising the immune system. Finally, unpleasant odors can trigger
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memories or attitudes linked to unpleasant odors, causing cognitive and emotional effects
such as stress.
Regional Air Quality
Measurements of ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants are used by the USEPA and the
CARB to assess and classify the air quality of each air basin, county, or, in some cases, a
specific developed area. The classification is determined by comparing monitoring data with
national and California air quality standards. If a pollutant concentration in an area is lower than
the standard, the area is classified as being in “attainment.” If the pollutant exceeds the
standard, the area is in marginal, moderate, serious, severe, or extreme “nonattainment,”
depending on the magnitude of the air quality standard exceedance. If there are not enough
data available to determine whether the standard is exceeded in an area, the area is designated
“unclassified.”
Local Air Quality
Ambient Air Quality
In an effort to monitor the various concentrations of air pollutants throughout the basin, the
SCAQMD has divided the region into 38 Source Receptor Areas (SRAs). The City is within SRA
17, which covers Central Orange County. The nearest monitoring stations to the Project area
are at the Costa Mesa Monitoring Station and the Anaheim Monitoring Station. Ambient air
pollutant concentrations are generally measured at 10 feet above ground level. Therefore, air
quality is often referred to as ground level concentrations. Of the air pollutants discussed
previously, only ambient concentrations of O3, PM10, PM2.5, CO, NO2, and SO2 are monitored in
SRA 17.
Table 3.2-2 identifies the national and state ambient air quality standards for relevant air
pollutants and provides a summary of ambient air quality measured within SRA 17 at either the
Costa Mesa or Anaheim Monitoring Stations through the period of 2013 to 2015.
Project Area Emissions
The Project area is currently occupied with various light industrial, retail, and office land uses
that generate operational pollutant emissions associated with the building’s energy needs and
vehicle trips generated by employees and visitors to the Project area. The estimated annual
operational air emissions associated with the existing uses at the Project area have been
calculated utilizing the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod v. 2013.2.2 v.
2016.3.1) recommended by the SCAQMD and are shown in Table 3.2-3.
The estimated operational air emissions associated with the existing uses at the Project area
but at the buildout year of 2035 instead of 2016 have also been calculated using CalEEMod.
The comparison of the Project’s operational emissions to these “No Project” operational
emissions is discussed in Section 5.4.1, No Project Alternative.
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Table 3.2-2.

Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants

Pollutant

Primary Standard
California

Carbon Monoxide
(CO)
(1-Hour)

20 ppm
for 1 hour

Carbon Monoxide
(CO)
(8-Hour)

9.0 ppm
for 8 hours

Ozone (O3)
(1-Hour)

0.09 ppm
for 1 hour

Ozone (O3)
(8-Hour)

Federal
35 ppm
for 1 hour
9.0 ppm
for 8 hours
0.12 ppm for
1 hour

0.07 ppm
for 8 hours

0.075 ppm
for 8 hours

Nitrogen Dioxide
(NO2)

0.18 ppm
for 24 hours

0.10 ppm
for 24 hours

Particulate Matter
(PM10)

50 μg/m
for 24 hours

150 μg/m
for 24 hours

Fine Particulate
Matter
(PM2.5)

3

No Separate
State
Standard.

3

35 μg/m
for 24 hours
3

Year

Maximum
Concentration

Number of Days
State/Federal Std.
Exceeded

2013

6.5 ppm

0/0

2014

4.0 ppm

0/0

2015

3.1 ppm

0/0

2013

2.0 ppm

0/0

2014

2.8 ppm

0/0

2015

2.4 ppm

0/0

2013

0.104 ppm

5/-

2014

0.119 ppm

7/-

2015

0.103 ppm

5/-

2013

0.084 ppm

7/3

2014

0.089 ppm

11/7

2015

0.088 ppm

13/4

2013

0.085 ppm

0/-

2014

0.060 ppm

0/-

2015

0.055 ppm

0/-

2013

3

91.0 μg/m

10/0

2014

120.0 μg/m

13/0

2015

66.5 μg/m

10/0

2013

47.8 μg/m

-/4

2014

56.3 μg/m

-/12

2015

53.8 μg/m

-/9

3

3
3
3
3

Note: - = Information not available.
Source: CARB 2015.

Table 3.2-3.

Existing Project Area Operational Emissions (Unmitigated)
VOCs
(ROG)

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

77.90
66.56

<0.01

0.31

<0.01

<0.01

<0.01

Energy (lbs/day)

0.83 0.80

7.55 7.27

6.34 6.11

0.05 0.04

0.57 0.55

0.57 0.55

Mobile (lbs/day)

113.69
58.75

236.04
223.23

1,104.59
744.21

2.64 2.00

191.22
156.25

53.03
43.67

Total (lbs/day)

192.42
126.11

243.59
230.51

1,111.24
750.63

2.69 2.04

191.79
156.80

53.60
44.22

55

55

550

150

150

55

Area (lbs/day)

Thresholds (lbs/day)
Note:

Refer to Appendix D for CALEEMOD output sheets. Emissions based on rounded totals. SCAQMD
Thresholds discussed in Section 3.2.3 below. This table has been updated from that provided in the prerecirculation Final EIR released in April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most
recently updated version of CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.1).
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Sensitive Receptors
Sensitive receptors are populations that are more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than
are the population at large. According to CARB, sensitive receptors include children less than
14 years of age, the elderly over 65 years of age, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and
chronic respiratory diseases. While the ambient air quality standards are designed to protect
public health and are generally regarded as conservative for healthy adults, there is greater
concern to protect adults who are ill or have long-term respiratory problems, and young children
whose lungs are not fully developed. The SCAQMD identifies the following as locations that
may contain a high concentration of sensitive receptors: long-term health care facilities,
rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, retirement homes, residences, schools,
playgrounds and parks with active recreational uses, childcare centers, and athletic facilities.
The City contains a large number of sensitive receptors outside of the Project area but within
the Project vicinity, including several schools, residences, parks, and places of worship. Those
uses that are more than 0.3 mile away are not considered further in this analysis. The nearest
sensitive receptors include the residential complexes to the north, west, and southwest of the
Project area. Table 3.2-4 below describes the sensitive receptors nearest to the Project area.
Table 3.2-4.

Sensitive Receptors located near the Project Area
Distance from
Project area (miles)

Direction from
Project area

Green Valley Neighborhood

0.01

North

Los Alamos Park Neighborhood

0.5

Northwest

Adobe River Ave Neighbored

0.01

West

R. Gisler School Neighborhood

0.02

Southwest

James H. Cox School

0.38

North

Elite Educational Center

0.39

Northwest

Fountain Valley Montessori

0.38

West

Shoreline Christian School

0.17

Southwest

Robert Gisler Elementary School

0.3

Southwest

Diane’s Day Care

0.17

Northwest

Kazuo Masuda Middle School

0.58

North

Moon Park

0.12

Southeast

Ellis Park

0.2

West

Suburbia Park

0.16

East

Los Alamos Park

0.33

Northwest

St. Barnabas Orthodox Church

0.12

East

Shoreline Baptist Church

0.25

Southwest

Jehovah’s Witnesses

0.44

North

Assemblies of God Churches

0.45

North

Type
Residential

Schools

Parks

Places of
Worship
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3.2.2

Regulatory Framework

Air quality within the Basin is addressed through the efforts of various federal, state, regional,
and local government agencies. These agencies work jointly, as well as individually, to improve
air quality through legislation, regulations, planning, policy-making, education, and a variety of
programs. The agencies responsible for improving the air quality within the air basins are
discussed below.
Federal
United States Environmental Protection Agency
The USEPA is responsible for setting and enforcing the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) for atmospheric pollutants. It regulates emission sources that are under the exclusive
authority of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain locomotives. The
USEPA also maintains jurisdiction over emissions sources outside state waters (outer
continental shelf), and establishes various emissions standards for vehicles sold in states other
than California.
As part of its enforcement responsibilities, the USEPA requires each state with federal
nonattainment areas to prepare and submit a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that
demonstrates the means to attain the federal standards. The SIP must integrate federal, state,
and local plan components and regulations to identify specific measures to reduce pollution,
using a combination of performance standards and market-based programs within the
timeframe identified in the SIP.
The SIP serves two main purposes:
1. Demonstrate that the state has the basic air quality management program components
in place to ensure consistency with a new or revised NAAQS.
2. Identify emissions control requirements the state will rely upon to attain and/or maintain
the primary and secondary NAAQS.

Additionally, the USEPA regulates emissions sources that are under the exclusive authority of
the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain locomotives. The USEPA also
maintains jurisdiction over emissions sources outside state waters (outer continental shelf), and
establishes various emissions standards for vehicles sold in states other than California.
Some of the major federal laws include the following statutes (and regulations promulgated
there under):
•
•
•

Clean Air Act and Amendments (1970, 1977, 1990)
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 40 CFR 61 Subpart M –
(NESHAP)
NAAQS (40 CFR Part 50)
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State
California Air Resources Board
CARB, derived from the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), is responsible
for the coordination and administration of both federal and state air pollution control programs
within California. In this capacity, CARB conducts research, sets CAAQS, compiles emission
inventories, develops suggested control measures, provides oversight of local programs, and
prepares the SIP. CARB establishes emissions standards for motor vehicles sold in California,
consumer products (such as hair spray, aerosol paints, and barbecue lighter fluid), and various
types of commercial equipment. It also sets fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular
emissions.
In April 2005, CARB issued a guidance document on air quality and land use, Air Quality and
Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which recommends that sensitive land
uses not be located within 500 feet of a freeway or other high traffic roadway and that a sitespecific health risk assessment be performed as a way to more accurately evaluate the risk. In
traffic-related studies, the additional non-cancer health risk attributable to proximity to highvolume roadways was seen within 1,000 feet and was strongest within 300 feet. California
freeway studies show about a 70 percent drop-off in particulate pollution levels at 500 feet.
Some of the major state laws and regulation include the following statutes (and regulations
promulgated there under):
•
•
•
•

California Clean Air Act (1988);
CAAQS (California Health & Safety Code section 39606);
Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32, 2006); and
Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588, 1987).

Regional
South Coast Air Quality Management District
The SCAQMD is the agency principally
The 2012 AQMP standards call for a:
responsible for comprehensive air pollution
control in the Basin. To that end, the
• 24-hour PM2.5 Plan
SCAQMD, a regional agency, works directly
• 8-hour ozone additional measures and
with the Southern California Association of
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) offset
Governments
(SCAG),
County
demonstration
transportation commissions, and local
• 1-hour ozone attainment demonstration
governments, and cooperates actively with
and VMT offset demonstration
all federal and state government agencies.
The SCAQMD develops rules and
regulations,
establishes
permitting
requirements, inspects emissions sources, and enforces such measures through educational
programs or fines, when necessary. SCAQMD is directly responsible for reducing emissions
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from stationary (area and point), mobile, and natural sources. It has responded to this
requirement by preparing a series of AQMPs.
The most recent AQMP was adopted by the Governing Board of SCAQMD on March 3, 2017,
approximately one month prior to issuance of pre-recirculation Final EIR in April 2017. This
AQMP, referred to as the 2016 AQMP, was prepared to comply with the CAA and California
Clean Air Act (CCAA), and amendments, to accommodate growth, to reduce the high pollutant
levels in the Basin, to meet federal and state ambient air quality standards, and to analyze the
impact of existing pollution control measures. The 2016 AQMP represents a thorough analysis
of existing and potential regulatory control options, includes available, proven, and cost-effective
strategies, and seeks to achieve multiple goals in partnership with other entities promoting
reductions in GHGs and toxic risk, as well as efficiencies in energy use, transportation, and
goods movement. The most recent AQMP was adopted by the Governing Board of SCAQMD
on December 7, 2012. This AQMP, referred to as the 2012 AQMP, was prepared to “lead the
Basin into compliance with the federal 24-hour PM2.5 air quality standard, and to provide an
update to the Basin’s commitments towards meeting the federal 8-hour ozone standards. It will
also serve to satisfy recent USEPA requirements for a new attainment demonstration of the
revoked 1-hour ozone standard, as well as a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) emissions offset
demonstration.” It identifies control measures that will be implemented to reduce major sources
of pollutants. These planning efforts have substantially decreased the population’s exposure to
unhealthful levels of pollutants, even while substantial population growth has occurred within the
Basin.
SCAQMD Rule Book
The SCAQMD Rule Book establishes a set of rules and regulations that address air pollution
sources. Some SCAQMD rules are administrative in nature, but many relate to a specific type of
operation or source of pollution. Because knowledge about air pollution is constantly growing,
these rules and regulations are in a dynamic state, constantly changing. Each regulation is
broken down into a number of rules, each of which deals with a specific topic. SCAQMD rules
that apply to the Project include:
•

•

•

•

Rule 402 Nuisance – This rule prohibits discharge from any source whatsoever such
quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance,
or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger
the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause,
or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.
Rule 403 Fugitive Dust – The purpose of this rule is to reduce the amount of particulate
matter (e.g., PM10) entrained in the ambient air as a result of anthropogenic (man-made)
fugitive dust sources, such as grading and excavation, by requiring actions to prevent,
reduce or mitigate fugitive dust emissions.
Rule 445 Wood Burning Devices – This rule prohibits any person to permanently install a
wood-burning device (such as fire place or wood burning heater) into any new
development.
Rule 1113 Architectural Coatings – This rule requires manufacturers, distributors, and
end users of architectural and industrial maintenance coatings to reduce VOC emissions
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•

•

from the use of these coatings, primarily by placing limits on the VOC content of various
coating categories. For example, exterior paints and finishes are limited to a VOC
emissions rate of 50 grams per liter (g/L).
Rule 1186 PM10 Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads – This rule applies to
owners and owners of paved and unpaved roads. The rule is intended to reduce PM10
emissions by requiring the cleanup of material deposited onto paved roads, use of
certified street sweeping equipment, and treatment of high-use unpaved roads.
Rule 1401 New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants – This rule specifies limits for
maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) cancer burden, and non-cancer acute and
chronic hazard index (HI) from new sources which emit toxic air contaminants.

SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook
Although the SCAQMD is responsible for regional air quality planning efforts, it does not have
the authority to directly regulate the air quality issues associated with plans and new
development projects within its jurisdiction. Instead, the SCAQMD has used its expertise and
prepared the CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993). Over the years, the SCAQMD has
supplemented the CEQA Air Quality Handbook with updated/new thresholds of significance
published on its website. The purpose of the CEQA Air Quality Handbook and updated/newer
thresholds of significance is to assist lead agencies, as well as consultants, project proponents,
and other interested parties, in evaluating potential air quality impacts of projects and plans
proposed in the Basin. The CEQA Air Quality Handbook and newer thresholds of significance
provide direction on how to evaluate potential air quality impacts in CEQA documents, how to
determine whether these impacts are significant, and how to mitigate these impacts. The
SCAQMD intends that by providing this guidance, the air quality impacts of plans and
development proposals will be analyzed accurately and consistently throughout the region, and
adverse impacts will be minimized. Although the Governing Board of the SCAQMD has adopted
the CEQA Handbook, and is in the process of updating it, the SCAQMD does not, nor intends
to, supersede a local jurisdiction’s CEQA procedures.
Southern California Association of Governments
The SCAG is a council of governments for Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
Bernardino, and Ventura Counties. It is a regional planning agency and serves as a forum for
regional issues relating to transportation, the economy and community development, and the
environment.
Although SCAG is not an air quality management agency, it is responsible for developing
transportation, land use, and energy conservation measures that affect air quality. As required by
SB 375, SCAG was tasked with developing a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), a newly
required element of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) that provides a plan for meeting
emissions reduction targets set forth by CARB. SCAG’s 2012–2035 RTP/SCS SCAG’s 20162040 RTP/SCS provides growth forecasts that are used in the development of air quality–related
land use and transportation control strategies by the SCAQMD. Transportation strategies—
managing transportation demand and making certain transportation system improvements—are
major components of the 2012–2035 2016-2040 RTP/SCS. However, the 2012–2035 2016-2040
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RTP/SCS also focuses on the general land use growth pattern for the region, because
geographical relationships between land uses—including density and intensity—help determine
the need for travel. SCAG has placed a greater emphasis on sustainability and integrated
planning in the 2012–2035 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, whose vision encompasses three principles:
mobility, economy, and sustainability. In June 2012, CARB determined that SCAG’s 2012-2035
RTP/SCS was consistent with their greenhouse gas reduction targets. Refer to Section 3.4.2 for a
discussion of SB 375.
Local
City of Fountain Valley
As a local jurisdiction, the City has the authority and responsibility to reduce air pollution through
its police power and decision-making authority. Specifically, the City is responsible for the
assessment and mitigation of air emissions resulting from its land use decisions. The City is
also responsible for the implementation of transportation control measures as outlined in the
AQMP. In order to respond to these needs the City has established long term Goals and
Policies in its 1995 General Plan to oversee the enforcement of pollution reduction:
Goal 8.1 Air quality which meets the standards set by the state and federal governments.
Policy 8.1.1. Coordinate with other jurisdictions in Orange County and the surrounding area to
establish parallel air quality plans and programs.
Policy 8.1.2. Achieve conformance with mandated pollution reduction plans, congestion
management plans, and transportation demand management plans.
Policy 8.1.3. Promote the use of the bus, rail, high occupancy vehicles, and other forms of
transit to reduce pollutants.
Policy 8.1.4. Cooperate with other jurisdictions in the South Coast Air Basin to reduce the
number of vehicle trips, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and reduce traffic congestion.
Policy 8.1.5. Reduce polluting emissions through reduced energy consumption.
Other policy tools the City has used to meet its Goal 8.1 include a Growth Management and
Transportation Task Force comprised of elected officials, transportation agencies, and public
and private sector organizations to implement all AQMPs. This group has initiated:
•

•
•

A Growth Management Plan by creating vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and congestion
reduction targets, the creation of a Regional Mobility Plan to remove hindrances to intercounty regional transit, increasing available funds to transit programs, and expanding
high occupancy vehicle (HOV) networks;
The creation of Market Incentives to improve education of guidelines to local agencies;
and
The formation of a Commuter Program for businesses with greater than 100 employees
to set an average vehicle ridership goal, ranging from 1.3-1.75 per vehicle.
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In accordance with CEQA requirements 1 and the CEQA review process, the City assesses the
air quality impacts of new development projects, requires mitigation of potentially significant air
quality impacts by conditioning discretionary permits, and monitors and enforces implementation
of such mitigation. The City has also adopted standard construction mitigation measure
requirements for all development and monitors compliance with these standards.

3.2.3

Impact Assessment and Methodology

3.2.3.1

Thresholds for Determining Significance

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the 2016 CEQA
Guidelines. For purposes of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), implementation of the
Project may have a significant adverse impact on air quality if it would do any of the following:
a) Conflict or obstruct the implementation of the applicable air quality plan;
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation;
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase to any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard. This includes releasing emissions which exceed quantitative standards for
ozone precursors;
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollution concentrations;
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.
The SCAQMD is principally responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the South
Coast Air Basin and recommends that projects should be evaluated in terms of air pollution
control thresholds established by the SCAQMD and published in the CEQA Air Quality
Handbook. These thresholds were developed by the SCAQMD to provide quantifiable
significance levels for comparison with projects. The City utilizes the SCAQMD’s thresholds to
evaluate proposed development projects and assess the significance of quantifiable impacts.
The following quantifiable thresholds are currently recommended by the SCAQMD and have
been used to determine the significance of air quality impacts associated with the Project.
Construction Emissions Thresholds
The SCAQMD currently provides project-specific thresholds for construction-related emissions
(see Table 3.2-5). The thresholds state that a project that exceeds any of the following regional
(mass daily) emissions thresholds should be considered potentially significant.

1

SCAQMD, 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (2017).
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Table 3.2-5.

SCAQMD Construction Significance Thresholds
Air Pollutant

Construction Threshold

NOx

100 lbs/day

VOC

75 lbs/day

PM10

150 lbs/day

PM2.5

55 lbs/day

SOx

150 lbs/day

CO

550 lbs/day

Source: SCAQMD 2015.

Operational Emissions Thresholds
The SCAQMD currently recommends that projects with operational emissions that exceed any
of the following regional (mass daily) thresholds should be considered potentially significant
(see Table 3.2-6).
Table 3.2-6.

SCAQMD Operation Significance Thresholds
Air Pollutant

Operation Threshold

NOx

55 lbs/day

VOC

55 lbs/day

PM10

150 lbs/day

PM2.5

55 lbs/day

SOx

150 lbs/day

CO

550 lbs/day

Source: SCAQMD 2015.

Cumulative Impacts
In order to assess cumulative impacts, the SCAQMD recommends that projects be evaluated to
determine whether they would be consistent with 2012 2016 AQMP performance standards and
project-specific emissions thresholds. In the case of the Project, air pollutant emissions would
be considered to be cumulatively considerable if the new sources of emissions exceeded
SCAQMD emissions thresholds.

3.2.3.2

Methodology

This analysis focuses on the air quality impacts from air pollutant emissions associated with the
construction and operation of the Project. Project-related emissions were estimated using the
CalEEMod computer model developed for SCAQMD, and then compared to the thresholds of
significance defined above. Air quality emissions estimates have been updated in the Partial
Recirculated Draft EIR to utilize the latest version of CalEEMod issued after preparation of the
pre-recirculation Final EIR in April of 2017, Version 2016.3.1, which includes updated
assumptions on equipment, vehicle fleet mixes, Title 24 energy efficiency standards, utility
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intensity demand factors, etc. Default emission assumptions were used with consideration of
SCAQMD rules and regulations that the Project would be required to adhere to during
construction and operation. Due to these factors, air pollutant emissions are now modeled to be
below previous calculations contained in the pre-recirculation Final EIR (2017). See Appendix D
for CalEEMod worksheet results.
Construction Emissions
Construction emissions are estimated using CalEEMod which estimates emissions from each
phase of construction, including demolition, excavation and site preparation, building
construction, and architectural coating. Emission estimates are based on the types and amount
of equipment that would be used in Project construction, the level of excavation required, the
square footage of demolished buildings, the removal of demolition debris and soil, the size and
type of new construction, construction schedule, and the vehicle trips generated.
Project construction would temporarily increase diesel emissions and would generate particulate
matter (dust). Construction equipment within the Project area that would generate VOCs and
NOx emissions could include graders, excavators, dump trucks, cranes, and bulldozers. It is
assumed that all construction equipment used would be diesel powered and meet a minimum
Tier 2 emission standard, providing a conservative estimate of construction vehicle emissions.
Depending on the timing of entitlements and permit processing, construction activity for the
Project would be conducted 6 days a week beginning in January 2018 and ending in January
2035 as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Demolition – 257 days
Site Preparation – 180 days
Grading – 400 days
Building Construction – 4,077 days
Architectural Coating – 409 days

Operational Emissions
Operational emissions associated with the Project are estimated using CalEEMod for mobile
source, area, and energy emissions. Mobile emissions would be generated by the motor vehicle
trips to and from the Project area. Area source emissions would be generated by consumer
products, architectural coating, and landscape maintenance equipment. Energy source
emissions would be generated by emissions resulting from electricity and natural gas
consumption for space and water heating. To determine if an air quality impact would occur, the
increase in emissions from the Project itself are compared with the SCAQMD’s regional (mass
daily) thresholds.
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3.2.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact AQ-1 Description
AQ-1

The Project would result in potentially significant short-term constructionrelated air quality impacts from dust and air pollutant emissions generated by
grading and construction equipment operation (Less than Significant).

Construction activities for the Project would include demolition, site preparation, grading,
building construction, and architectural coating. The demolition and construction process is
anticipated to occur over approximately 17 years (from early 2018 to early 2035). Temporary
construction air pollutant emissions would be generated through the use of heavy-duty
construction equipment and through vehicle trips generated from construction workers traveling
to and from the Project area. In addition, fugitive dust emissions would result from demolition,
earthwork, and construction activities. The finishing phase and the application of architectural
coatings (i.e., paints) and other building materials would release VOCs.
As further discussed in Impact Description AQ-3 below, all construction occurring under the
Project would occur in accordance with applicable regulations and plans to reduce emissions
from construction activities, including SCAQMD Rule 403, SCAQMD Rule 1113, and SCAQMD
Rule 1186. Site preparation, grading, and building construction would involve the greatest
amount of heavy equipment and the greatest generation of fugitive dust given the large amount
of new building construction associated with the Project. Air pollutant emissions, such as NOx
and PM10, would be generated through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment and
through vehicle trips generated by construction workers traveling to and from the Project area.
As discussed in Section 3.2.3, Impact Assessment and Methodology, SCAQMD Rule 403
requires management of all fugitive dust (PM10) generated during Project construction. All
heavy-haul trucks would be required to be covered to contain dirt, sand, soil, or other loose
materials during transport. Wheel washers would be installed where vehicles enter and exit the
construction site onto paved roads, and/or wash-off trucks would be required for any equipment
leaving the site each trip to prevent tracking of construction dust/dirt offsite. Projects would be
required to control dust during construction, including application of water two times daily, or by
application of non-toxic soil stabilizers to all unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road
surfaces, as well as application of non-toxic soil stabilizers to all inactive construction areas. In
addition and in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, O3 precursor emissions from construction
equipment vehicles would be controlled by requirements to maintain equipment engines in good
condition and in proper tune per manufacturer’s specifications.
The Project would also be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 1186, which requires certified
street sweepers or roadway washing trucks if visible soil materials are carried onto adjacent
streets. Compliance with these requirements would ensure that fugitive dust and NOx emissions
would be minimized during the demolition, excavation, building construction, and paving phases
of the Project. Further, all trucks that are to haul excavated or graded material onsite are
required to comply with State Vehicle Code Section 23114 (Spilling Loads on Highways),
regarding the prevention of such material spilling onto public streets and roads.
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All off-road construction equipment would be required to comply with CARB in-use off-road
diesel vehicle regulation and SCAQMD Rules 2449, 431.1 and 431.2, which prohibits idling over
five minutes and use of low sulfur fuel.
The majority of the Project’s VOC emissions would be generated by the application of
architectural coatings, including paints, stains, and other finishes that off-gas VOCs during the
drying/curing process. However, in compliance with the SCAQMD Rule 1113, developments
would use “No VOC” or “Low VOC” finishes (VOC emission ratings <50g/L). Use of No VOC or
Low VOC finishes would ensure that VOC emissions during the architectural coating phase of
construction would be below SCAQMD thresholds for VOC.
Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of
activity, the specific type of operation and, for dust, the prevailing weather conditions. The
assessment of construction air quality impacts considers each of these potential sources.
For modeling purposes, it was assumed that the entire buildout of the Project would be completed
in chronological construction phases in the absence of a detailed construction schedule.
Construction emissions estimates were quantified based on the durations of each phase and the
equipment types, and generated using CalEEMod. Detailed construction emissions and
calculation assumptions as revised for the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR are provided in Appendix
D. The CalEEMod estimates of construction emissions assume the Project and all development
occurring under its implementation would comply with SCAQMD rules and regulations. As
indicated in Table 3.2-7 below, overall construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD
thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, SO2, PM10, or PM2.5 for the Project. Implementing standard
mitigation measures for construction equipment and practices would minimize construction-related
air quality impacts even further (see Table 3.2-8), and is recommended for each future individual
development within the Project. Therefore, impacts relating to temporary regional emissions of
construction-related air pollutants would be less than significant.
Table 3.2-7.

Maximum Short-term Construction Emissions (Unmitigated)
VOCs
(ROG)

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
(lbs/day)

5.96 21.76

54.27 54.58

71.22 48.88

0.19 0.17

20.63 11.50

12.16 6.67

Thresholds
(lbs/day)

75

100

550

150

150

55

Significant?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Note: Refer to Appendix D for CalEEMod output sheets. This table has been updated from that provided in the prerecirculation Final EIR released in April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most
recently updated version of CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.1), as well as implementation and compliance with
SCAQMD rules and regulations.
Source: SCAQMD 2015.
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Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required. 2
Table 3.2-8.

Maximum Short-term Construction Emissions (Mitigated)
VOCs
(ROG)

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
(lbs/day)

4.93

51.02

72.23

0.19

11.36

5.26

Thresholds
(lbs/day)

75

100

550

150

150

55

Significant?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Notes:

Refer to Appendix D for CalEEMod output sheets.
Reduction for construction emission mitigations are based on reduction measures included in the CalEEMod
model, as recommended by the SCAQMD (Rule 403).
Source: SCAQMD 2015.

Recommended Mitigation Measures
MM AQ-1a
Fugitive Dust Emission Reduction Strategies. Prior to issuance of any
Grading Permit, the City Engineer and the Chief Building Official shall confirm that the Grading
Plan, Building Plans, and specifications stipulate that, in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403,
excessive fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by regular watering or other dust
prevention measures, as specified in the SCAQMD’s Rules and Regulations. In addition,
SCAQMD Rule 402 requires implementation of dust suppression techniques to prevent fugitive
dust from creating a nuisance offsite. Implementation of the following measures would reduce
short-term fugitive dust impacts on nearby sensitive receptors:
•

•

•
•

All active portions of the construction site shall be watered every three hours during daily
construction activities and when dust is observed migrating from the Project area to
prevent excessive amounts of dust;
Pave or apply water every three hours during daily construction activities or apply nontoxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas.
More frequent watering shall occur if dust is observed migrating from the site during site
disturbance;
Any onsite stockpiles of debris, dirt, or other dusty material shall be enclosed, covered,
or watered twice daily, or non-toxic soil binders shall be applied;
All grading and excavation operations shall be suspended when wind speeds exceed 25
miles per hour;

Revisions to this discussion have been made to provide clarification in the identification and classification of Project
impacts related to construction air pollutant emissions. As discussed in the description of Impact AQ-1, impacts of the
Project from the generation of construction air pollutant emissions are below adopted thresholds of significance, and
mitigation is not required to reduce Project impacts to a less than significant level. Mitigation measures previously
recommended in the pre-recirculation Final EIR (April 2017), are no longer considered necessary
2
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•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Disturbed areas shall be replaced with ground cover or paved immediately after
construction is completed in the affected area;
Gravel bed trackout aprons (3 inches deep, 25 feet long, 12 feet wide per lane and
edged by rock berm or row of stakes) shall be installed to reduce mud/dirt trackout from
unpaved truck exit routes;
Onsite vehicle speed shall be limited to 15 miles per hour;
All onsite roads shall be paved as soon as feasible, watered twice daily, or chemically
stabilized;
Visible dust beyond the property line which emanates from the Project shall be
prevented to the maximum extent feasible;
All material transported offsite shall be either sufficiently watered or securely covered to
prevent excessive amounts of dust prior to departing the job site;
Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas;
Track-out devices shall be used at all construction site access points; and
All delivery truck tires shall be watered down and/or scraped down prior to departing the
job site.

MM AQ-1b
Construction Hauling. All trucks that are to haul excavated or graded material
onsite shall comply with State Vehicle Code Section 23114 (Spilling Loads on Highways), with
special attention to Sections 23114(b)(F), (e)(4) as amended, regarding the prevention of such
material spilling onto public streets and roads. Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the
Applicant shall demonstrate to the City Engineer how the project operations subject to that
specification during hauling activities shall comply with the provisions set forth in Sections
23114(b)(F), (e)(4).
MM AQ-1c
Volatile Organic Compound Emission Reduction Strategies. The following
measures shall be implemented by the contractor to reduce VOC emissions resulting from
application of architectural coatings:
•
•

Use high-pressure-low-volume (HPLV) paint applicators with a minimum transfer
efficiency of at least 50 percent;
Use zero VOC-emission paint, such as Benjamin Moore Natura Paint (Odorless, Zero
VOC Paint).

MM AQ-1d
Equipment Maintenance. Prior to issuance of any Grading Permit, the City
Engineer and the Chief Building Official shall confirm that the Grading Plan, Building Plans, and
specifications stipulate that, in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, O3 precursor emissions
from construction equipment vehicles shall be controlled by maintaining equipment engines in
good condition and in proper tune per manufacturer’s specifications, to the satisfaction of the
City. Maintenance records shall be provided to the City by the construction contractor on a
monthly basis. The City Inspector shall be responsible for ensuring that contractors comply with
this measure during construction.
MM AQ-1e
Construction Diesel Emission Reduction Strategies. The following measures
shall be implemented during construction to substantially reduce NOx related emissions. They
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shall be included in the Grading Plan, Building Plans, and contract specifications. Contract
specification language shall be reviewed by the City prior to issuance of a grading permit.
•

•

•

•
•
•
•

•
•

•

Off-road diesel equipment operators shall be required to shut down their engines rather
than idle for more than five minutes, and shall ensure that all off-road equipment is
compliant with the CARB in-use off-road diesel vehicle regulation and SCAQMD Rule
2449.
Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and
soil import/export) and if the Lead Agency determines that 2010 model year or newer
diesel trucks cannot be obtained, the Lead Agency shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007
model year NOx emissions requirements.
The contractor and Applicant, if the Applicant’s equipment is used, shall maintain
construction equipment engines by keeping them tuned and regularly serviced to
minimize exhaust emissions.
Use low sulfur fuel for stationary construction equipment. This is required by SCAQMD
Rules 431.1 and 431.2.
Utilize existing power sources (i.e., power poles) when available. This measure would
minimize the use of higher polluting gas or diesel generators.
Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference.
Minimize obstruction of through-traffic lanes and provide temporary traffic controls such
as a flag person during all phases of construction when needed to maintain smooth
traffic flow. Construction shall be planned so that lane closures on existing streets are
kept to a minimum.
Schedule construction operations affecting traffic for off-peak hours to the best extent
when possible.
Develop a traffic plan to minimize traffic flow interference from construction activities (the
plan may include advance public notice of routing, use of public transportation and
satellite parking areas with a shuttle service).
Construction-related equipment, including heavy-duty equipment, motor vehicles, and
portable equipment, shall be turned off when not in use for more than five minutes.

Impact AQ-2 Description
AQ-2

The Project would result in potentially significant long-term operation-related
air quality impacts generated by area, energy, and mobile emissions (Less than
Significant).

Long-term operation of the Project would generate air pollutant emissions. Operational
emissions from the Project include those generated by vehicle trips (mobile emissions), the use
of natural gas (energy emissions), use of consumer products and appliances, and the use of
landscaping maintenance equipment (area source emissions). Daily operational emissions of
the Project were estimated using CalEEMod, with detailed calculations and assumptions
provided in the revised Appendix D. Consistent with SCAQMD Rule 445, new development
installed under the proposed Project would be prohibited from including installation of woodburning devices such as hearths or fireplaces, which would minimize VOC, NOx, CO, and SO2
operational emissions. Therefore, the revised Project CalEEMod model run assumes all
residential units would be constructed with natural gas fireplaces in compliance with this rule.
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Further, the FVCSP includes recommendations for implementation of energy conservation
features and “green building” techniques, and strongly encourages development to implement
these measures to the extent feasible. As a conservative estimate of Project air pollutant
emissions, the Project CalEEMod assumptions do not include consideration of exceedance of
Title 24 standards or implementation of other “green building” techniques. However, these
measures would further reduce air pollutant emissions.
The existing Project area is already emitting operational air pollutant emissions from its existing
land uses (see Table 3.2-2). Therefore, this analysis evaluates existing development as part of
the baseline and focuses operational impacts to proposed land use changes that alter buildout.
This difference of the Project’s operational emissions is used to compare against the SCAQMD
thresholds.
Table 3.2-89. Project Long-term Operational Emissions (Unmitigated)
VOCs
(ROG)

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

Area (lbs/day)

0.16
20.99

0.47
8.61

40.44
43.86

0.00
0.05

0.79
0.88

0.78 0.88

Energy (lbs/day)

0.27
0.14

2.36
1.20

1.17
0.28

0.01
0.01

0.19
0.10

0.19
0.10

Mobile (lbs/day)

-32.33
-32.14

-84.40
-102.23

-313.61
-458.56

1.25
-0.62

82.50
6.66

22.79
0.35

Total (lbs/day)

-31.90
-11.02

-81.57
-92.42

-272.00
-414.41

1.26
-0.56

83.48
7.64

23.76
1.33

Thresholds (lbs/day)

55

55

550

150

150

55

Significant?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Note: Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to Appendix D for detailed
CalEEMod output sheets. This table has been updated from that provided in the pre-recirculation Final EIR
released in April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most recently updated version of
CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.1), as well as implementation and compliance with SCAQMD rules and
regulations.
Source: SCAQMD 2015.

Although buildout of the Project would result a net increase in new development on the site, the
CalEEMod estimates for existing Project area operational mobile emissions are higher than the
Project buildout operational mobile emissions due to the fact that CalEEMod assumes the use
of “cleaner” vehicles in the buildout year of 2035 of the Project, compared to the comparatively
“dirty” vehicles in the existing year of 2016. As Project operational emissions would not exceed
SCAQMD thresholds, impacts would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required. 3
Table 3.2-10. Project Long-term Operational Emissions (Mitigated)
VOCs
(ROG)

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

Area (lbs/day)

0.16

0.47

40.44

0.00

0.79

0.78

Energy (lbs/day)

0.04

0.27

-0.42

0.00

0.03

0.03

Mobile (lbs/day)

-37.78

-118.27

-466.34

0.17

4.10

1.17

Total (lbs/day)

-37.58

-117.53

-426.32

0.17

4.92

1.98

Thresholds (lbs/day)

55

55

550

150

150

55

Significant?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Note:

Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to Appendix D for detailed
CalEEMod output sheets.
Source: SCAQMD 2015.

Recommended Mitigation Measure
MM AQ-2
Pollutant Emission Best Management Practices. The Applicant shall include
the following measures and indicate them on the Development Plan and building plans prior to
acceptance of the final Development Plan and recordation of the Vesting Tract Map (VTM). City
staff shall ensure these measures are indicated on the plans, and City building inspectors shall
ensure compliance after completion of the Project.
•

•

•
•

Water Conservation Strategy: The Applicant shall install fixtures with the EPA
WaterSense Label. The Project shall install drip, micro, or fixed spray irrigation on all
plants other than turf, also including the EPA WaterSense Label.
Solid Waste Reduction: The Applicant shall institute recycling and composting services
to achieve a 75 percent reduction in waste disposal, and use waste efficient
landscaping.
Fugitive Dust Reduction: The Applicant shall replace ground cover of at least 70 percent
of area disturbed in accordance with CARB Rule 403.
Area Mitigation: The Applicant shall ensure that only natural gas hearths are installed in
any residential units, low VOC cleaning supplies are used, and zero VOC-emission paint
is used during repainting.

Revisions to this discussion have been made to provide clarification in the identification and classification of Project
impacts related to operational air pollutant emissions. As discussed in the description of Impact AQ-2, impacts of the
Project from the generation of operational air pollutant emissions are below adopted thresholds of significance, and
mitigation is not required to reduce Project impacts to a less than significant level. Mitigation measures previously
recommended in the pre-recirculation Final EIR (April 2017), are no longer considered necessary due to their close
similarities with existing adopted SCAQMD rules which would be required of all development projects occurring as a
result of Project implementation.
3
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•

Energy Mitigation: The Applicant shall ensure that all buildings exceed Title 24 with a 25
percent improvement, and that high efficiency lighting with a 25 percent reduction in
lighting energy is installed in all buildings.

Impact AQ-3 Description
AQ-3

Implementation of the Project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan (Less than Significant).

For the Project, the applicable air quality plan is the SCAQMD’s adopted 20162012 AQMP.
Generally, a project would conflict with or potentially obstruct implementation of an air quality
plan if the project would contribute to population growth in excess of that forecasted in the
AQMP. A project is deemed consistent with the air quality plan if it is consistent with the
population and/or employment growth assumptions of the applicable air quality plan. In turn, the
AQMP relies upon growth projections adopted by SCAG, which in turn, relies upon cities’
adopted general plan growth projections. Consequently, compliance with the City’s General
Plan typically results in compliance with the AQMP.
As discussed in further detail in Section 3.9, Population and Housing, SCAG growth projections
for the City’s population is 59,300 in 2040, with an increase of 5.8 percent in population from
2012 to 20352040. This represents the most current growth projection in the 2016-2040
RTP/SCS and is the same growth forecast used in the 2012 to 2035 RTP/SCS that was
analyzed in the pre-recirculation Final EIR released in April 2017. SCAG employment projection
for the City is 34,900 in 2040, with an increase of 14.8 percent in jobs from 2012 to 20352040.
The Project would generate temporary employment opportunities during construction and longterm employment during operation of the retail, commercial, office, and industrial components of
the Project. While these land uses would increase employment opportunities in the City, future
employees would be expected to come partially from the existing population in the region, and
partially from the population increase stimulated by the Project itself. The Project would create
approximately 2,063 jobs, which would constitute an increase of approximately 7.15 percent in
City jobs, which is consistent with SCAG projections. The Project also includes construction of
approximately 491 residential units, resulting in an increase of population by approximately
1,444 residents. This would constitute a marginal increase of approximately 3.43 percent in City
population by the estimated Project buildout date of 2035, which is consistent with SCAG
projections. Table 3.2-911 summarizes the Project’s consistency with SCAG projections.
Table 3.2-911.
Growth

Project Consistency with SCAG Growth and Population Projections
SCAG Projections (%)

Project Projections (%)

Consistent?

Population

5.8

3.43

Yes

Employment

14.8

7.15

Yes

Therefore, the Project would not exceed growth forecasts used in the adopted AQMP, and this
impact would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact AQ-4 Description
AQ-4

Emissions from operation of the Project could result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase to certain criteria pollutants for which the Project
region is in nonattainment (Less than Significant).

Because the Basin is currently in nonattainment for O3 (for which VOC and NOx are precursors)
and PM2.5 and PM10 under national and state standards, development anticipated to occur under
the Project could cumulatively exceed an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or
projected air quality exceedance. With regard to determining the significance of the Project’s
contribution, the SCAQMD neither recommends quantified analyses of cumulative construction
or operational emissions, nor provides separate methodologies or thresholds of significance to
be used to assess cumulative construction or operational impacts. Instead, the SCAQMD
recommends that a project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts should be assessed
using the same significance criteria as those for project-specific impacts; that is, individual
development projects that generate construction-related or operational emissions that exceed
the SCAQMD-recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts would also cause a
cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the Basin is in
nonattainment.
Construction
As described in Impact AQ-1, emissions resulting from construction activities anticipated to
occur under the Project would result in short-term air emissions, but they would not exceed
SCAQMD thresholds for those emissions. Construction-related emissions would include NOx
and particulate matter from diesel exhaust and fugitive dust. Because the Basin is in
nonattainment for O3, PM10 and PM2.5, the Project could result in a cumulative contribution to
existing nonattainment status for these pollutants. As concluded in Impact AQ-1, existing
policies and proposed Mitigation Measures AQ-1a through AQ-1e would further reduce ensure
that the impacts of construction-related emissions from an already are less than significant level.
Therefore, construction activities would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
the criteria pollutants for which the air basin is nonattainment, and the impact would be less than
significant.
Operation
As described in Impact AQ-2, land use changes anticipated to occur under the Project would
generate long-term operational emissions. Stationary area source emissions would be
generated by space and water heating devices, and the operation of landscape maintenance
equipment. Mobile emissions would be generated by the motor vehicles traveling to and from
the Project. However, operational emissions generated by both stationary and mobile sources
would not result in long-term air quality impacts, and the impact would be less than significant.
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When evaluated against SCAQMD’s project-level thresholds, both the construction and
operational emissions of land use changes anticipated to occur under the Project would not
exceed SCAQMD’s project-specific thresholds. Therefore, this impact would be less than
significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact AQ-5 Description
AQ-5

The Project has the potential to expose sensitive land uses (e.g. residential
units) to substantial pollution concentrations (Less than Significant with
Mitigation).

Although no specific Project details (e.g., site plans) are available, 491 residential units are
proposed, some of which could be located within 500 feet of the I-405 freeway, which bisects
the Project area diagonally. The CARB guidebook, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A
Community Health Perspective, recommends avoiding siting sensitive uses within 500 feet of a
high-volume freeway. However, this is not always possible, particularly where there is an
elevated health risk over large geographical areas (e.g., urbanized areas of Southern
California). As such, the CARB notes that a site-specific analysis would be required to
determine the actual risk near a particular land use and should consider factors such as
prevailing wind direction, local topography and climate. The analysis would also serve to provide
a connection between identified impacts and the effectiveness of available mitigation measures.
The Project also has the potential to locate retail and/or light industrial facilities with substantial
toxic air emissions near sensitive land uses within the Project area or in the Project vicinity. The
CARB guidebook recommends avoiding siting sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a
distribution center, within 1,000 feet of a rail yard, immediately downwind of a refinery, within
1,000 feet of a chrome plater, within 300 feet of any dry-cleaning operation, and within 300 feet
of a large gas station. The Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP) allows some of
these uses within the Project area, so there is the potential that one or more of these land uses
would be developed near sensitive receptors in the Project area or vicinity.
Therefore, the siting of future residential uses near the I-405 could result in exposure of
sensitive receptors to elevated levels of TACs from the freeway. In addition, the siting of any of
the facilities listed above could also result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
levels of TACs. Consistent with CARB recommendations, these potential effects could be
addressed through Health Risk Assessments (HRAs) prior to approval of development permits
for land uses that include or could potentially affect sensitive receptors. With the implementation
of mitigation below, this impact to sensitive receptors would be less than significant with
mitigation.

3.2-26

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

3.2 Air Quality

Mitigation Measures
MM AQ-5a
Health Risk Assessment (HRA). Development of a proposed sensitive land use
within 500 feet of I-405 or the development of a distribution center, rail yard, refinery, chrome
plater, dry cleaning operation, or large gas station near a sensitive land use shall prepare a sitespecific HRA prior to developing such land uses as a way to more accurately evaluate the risk.
The HRA for air quality and “hot spots” of air pollutions shall be prepared consistent with
CalEPA’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment’s A Guide to Health Risk
Assessment and The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health
Risk Assessments (HRAs) to aid California projects’ compliance with the 1987 “Hot Spots” Act.
The HRA shall identify the hazard or hazardous material, assess the amount, duration, and
pattern of exposure to the hazard or hazardous material, assess the amount it would take to
cause negative health effects, and characterize the risk to general population and sensitive
receptors from the hazard or hazardous material. The HRA shall be reviewed and approved by
the City Planning and Building Department prior to approval of development permits for land
uses that include or potentially affect sensitive populations.
MM AQ-5b
Interior Air Quality Protection. Development of a proposed sensitive land use
within 500 feet of I-405 and/or within 100 feet of an intersection operating or projected to
operate at Level of Service (LOS) E or F shall include heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
(HVAC) infrastructure within the building to circulate and purify outdoor air sources sufficiently to
reduce Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs), such as diesel particulate matter and vehicle emissions.
HVAC control systems shall include particulate filters that have a minimum efficiency reporting
value (MERV) of 15 as indicated by the American Society of Heating Refrigerating and Air
Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) Standard 52.2. The proposed HVAC system shall be
reviewed and approved by the City Planning and Building Department prior to approval of a
development permit. Monitoring and maintenance of HVAC systems and particulate filters shall
be conducted by the Applicant on a semiannual basis to ensure efficiency of the system for
development permits involving land uses that include or potentially affect sensitive populations.
MM AQ-5c
Placement of Air System Intake. When considering placement and direction of
air intakes, the direction of prevailing winds shall be considered and the most logical decision
shall be made. Design of the proposed development shall face air systems intakes
appropriately, so as to reduce highly concentrated air pollution intake, considering placement on
the opposite side of the building from the pollutant source. Development and HVAC system
design shall be reviewed and approved by the City Planning and Building Department prior to
issuance of a building permit. Monitoring and maintenance of HVAC systems and air intakes
shall be conducted by the Applicant on a semiannual basis to ensure efficiency of the system for
development permits involving land uses that include or potentially affect sensitive populations.
MM AQ-5d
Vegetation Barriers. The Applicant of development permits involving land uses
that include or potentially affect sensitive populations shall consider the installation of vegetation
barriers that disrupt pollutant dispersal, absorb carbon based particulates, or reduce air pollutant
concentrations during design of the proposed development. Vegetation barriers shall be chosen
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and installed where most appropriate to provide additional reduction of onsite air pollutant
concentrations, while providing an aesthetically pleasing natural barrier. The vegetation types
chosen should shall be appropriate for the location, including water requirements, non-invasive
species, and aesthetic quality. Development designs and vegetative screening shall be
reviewed and approved by the City Planning and Building Department prior to approval of a
development permit. Plans for the maintenance of landscaping and vegetation barriers shall be
made by the Applicant to ensure efficiency of vegetation barriers and maintain the visual quality
of onsite landscape design.
MM AQ-5e
Reduced Number of Openable Windows Facing I-405. During the preliminary
design process, the Applicant of development permits involving land uses that include sensitive
populations shall reduce the number of openable windows facing the I-405. The reduction in
number of openable windows facing the pollutant source will reduce potential exposure of
harmful vehicle pollutants, as well as reduce potential contamination of interior air quality.
Careful consideration of the location of openable and un-openable windows, prevailing wind
direction and daylighting shall be made during design of the development so as not to
substantially diminish comfortability and livability of the residential development or other
sensitive receptor. Development and building design shall be reviewed and approved by the
City Planning and Building Department prior to approval of a development permit.
MM AQ-5f
Development Design, Siting, and Setbacks. Where appropriate, the Applicant
of land uses that include sensitive populations shall develop the site such that open spaces (i.e.,
walkways, alley ways, streetways, and other non-sensitive open space land uses) are placed
closest to the I-405, increasing the distance of sensitive receptors from the pollutant source. The
setback of sensitive receptors remains the most certain method for reducing health risk from
traffic pollution exposure. Development and site design shall be reviewed by the City Planning
and Building Department prior to approval of a development permit.
Residual Impact
MM AQ-5a through MM AQ-5f would reduce adverse effects for sensitive receptors within 500
feet of the I-405 freeway and/or for sensitive receptors near the potential development of a
distribution center, rail yard, refinery, chrome plater, dry cleaning operation, or gas station.
Specifically, these requirements would ensure the potential for exposure of hazardous air
emissions to sensitive receptors would be reviewed and project designs revised if necessary to
address air quality threshold issues. Through site specific planning review, the City may require
an applicant prepared, City approved HRA to determine the potential for hazardous pollutant
exposure and guide site development, development design, and setbacks of sensitive land
uses. Therefore, after mitigation, residual impacts related to the exposure of sensitive land uses
to substantial pollution concentrations would be less than significant.
Impact AQ-6 Description
AQ-6

Implementation of the Project could create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people (Less than Significant).
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Construction
Potential sources of odor associated with the Project may result from construction equipment
exhaust and the application of asphalt and architectural coatings during construction activities.
Construction that would occur as a result of the Project would be both temporary and
geographically intermittent. Standard construction requirements would be imposed upon the
individual developers to minimize odors from construction. Therefore, impacts associated with
construction-generated odors would be less than significant.
Operation
According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor
complaints typically include agricultural uses (e.g. farms and dairies), wastewater treatment
plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, refineries, and landfills. The Project would
include a range of typical urban uses, such as retail, light industrial, residential, and office.
Potential sources of odor could occur from the temporary storage of typical household solid
waste (i.e., refuse) associated with residential, long-term operational, uses. However, these
odors would be similar to existing housing uses throughout the City, would typically not be
considered offensive, and would be confined to the immediate vicinity of the new building.
Additionally, it is expected that any Project-generated refuse would be stored in covered
containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance with the City’s solid waste
regulations. As such, land uses anticipated to occur under the Project would not facilitate uses
that are major sources of objectionable odors.
The Project is located directly north and adjacent to the Orange County Sanitation District
(OCSD) facility, a large wastewater treatment plant which may generate and expose adjacent
land uses to potentially objectionable odors typical of wastewater treatment operations.
However, the proposed Project would designate the southern portion of the Project area closest
to the OCSD facility primarily as Mixed Industrial District and a small portion designated for
Workplace Gateway District, which would be generally compatible with development and use of
the OCSD facility. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Mixed Industrial District
would consist of industrial-oriented uses and redevelopment of existing industrial development,
while the Workplace Gateway District would provide for higher density professional office
development. While the Workplace Gateway District would consist of development which may
be more sensitive to odors than industrial uses, only a small portion of the Workplace Gateway
District would be located along Ellis Avenue, and would be located a considerable distance
(approximately 1,250 feet) from the areas of the OCSD facility expected to generate the
greatest concentration of nuisance odors. Due to the compatible nature of proposed and
existing adjacent development, the limited sensitive nature of potential future development
proposed in this area, and the distance from the most likely odor generating facilities, the
potential for disturbance to and incompatibility of future development with regards to nuisance
odors is considered low. Therefore, impacts associated with operation-generated odors from
both the Project and adjacent uses would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.

3.2.4.1

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts related to air quality are related to air emissions occurring in the City,
inclusive of the Project, as well as within the overall Basin.
Cumulative impacts to air quality could result from growth that would be inconsistent with the
20162012 AQMP. This could interfere with attainment of federal or state ambient air quality
standards within the 20162012 AQMP. Any growth within the City as well as the Los Angeles
metropolitan area would contribute to existing exceedances of ambient air quality standards
when taken as a whole with existing development. Cumulative impacts to air quality are
evaluated under two sets of thresholds for CEQA and SCAQMD. According to CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15064(h)(3):
A project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable if
the project will comply with the requirements in a previously approved plan or mitigation
program (including an air quality attainment or management plan) that provides specific
requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen the cumulative problem within the
geographic area in which the project is located.
Cumulative impacts to air quality could result from growth that would be inconsistent with the
2012 AQMP. This could interfere with attainment of federal or state ambient air quality
standards within the 2012 AQMP. Since the If a project is consistent with 20162012 AQMP
growth projections, a project, with respect to potential conflicts with the 20162012 AQMP, would
not represent a cumulatively considerable contribution. This Project is consistent with the
20162012 AQMP as described in Impact AQ-3; therefore, the cumulative effect of this Project is
considered less than significant.
As discussed above, the Basin is in nonattainment for O3, PM2.5, and PM10. Per the SCAQMD‘s
20162012 AQMP, the latest emissions inventory and air quality modeling analysis indicate that
significant reductions above and beyond those already achieved are still needed for meeting
these standards. Therefore, any substantial increases in the amount of O3 precursors and
particulate matter in the area would be considered to be cumulatively considerable to potentially
significant cumulative impacts, including those attributed to construction emissions. With regard
to the contribution of the Project, the SCAQMD recommends methods to determine the
cumulative significance of new land use projects. These methods are based on performance
standards and emission reduction targets necessary to attain federal and state air quality
standards projected in the 20162012 AQMP.
SCAQMD has additional requirements for assessing cumulative impacts of a project on air
quality. If the project exceeds SCAQMD thresholds, then the lead agency needs to consider the
additive effects of cumulative projects if a proposed project is part of an ongoing regulatory
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program or is contemplated in a Program EIR, and the cumulative projects are located within
approximately one mile of the proposed project site. If there are cumulative projects within a
one-mile radius of the proposed project site that are part of an ongoing regulatory program or
are contemplated in a Program EIR, then additive effects of the cumulative projects should be
considered.
Construction of the Project would potentially overlap with other future projects in the immediate
vicinity, including the Southpark Specific Plan – Sakioka Site and the OCSD Biosolids Master
Plan Project (SCH# 2017071026). Construction-period emissions for the Project and each
future development project (that has not yet been approved or built) would be localized. It
should be noted that the City has limited control over the timing or sequencing of many of the
future development projects that may occur within the Project vicinity. However, the Sakioka
Site and OCSD is adjacent to the Project site and development of these sites could result in
temporary cumulative increases in construction emission levels for sensitive receptors. As
agreed upon by the City and Sakioka Farms in a 1989 Development Agreement, the City is
required to consider development of the Sakioka Site to be fully developed and built out at the
maximum density permitted by the Southpark Development Plan. Currently, however, the site is
not yet built out, so this analysis considers the possibility that the construction schedule of the
Sakioka Site may overlap with the proposed Project’s. The OCSD Biosolids Master Plan Project
would occur over a similar 20-year planning period as the FVCSP. Analysis in Impact AQ-1
indicates that emissions due to Project-related construction is well below the significance
thresholds; in addition, any construction within the Project vicinity would be required to adhere
to SCAQMD Rules regarding fugitive dust, diesel emissions, and architectural coatings.
Analysis in Impact AQ-1 indicates that emissions due to construction would not exceed the
significance thresholds. The contribution of future construction-related emissions under the
Project would therefore not be considered cumulatively considerable. This cumulative impact is
considered to be less than significant.
As discussed under Impact AQ-2, long-term operational emissions included in the Project would
not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds. Further, like the Project, other cumulative projects
such as potential development of the Sakioka Site and OCSD Biosolids Master Plan Project
would be subject to SCAQMD’s standards, rules, and thresholds to cumulatively control
emissions. The analysis of operational air quality emissions provided in Impact AQ-2 serves as
a cumulative level of analysis for land use changes anticipated to occur due to the Project. As
discussed above, based on the air quality modeling results, the Project would not exceed
SCAQMD thresholds pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattainment. Therefore, this
cumulative impact would be less than significant.
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3.3

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

This section describes existing geologic and soil conditions, such as faults or unstable soils, and
analyzes potential impacts that could pose hazards for the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific
Plan (FVCSP) Project (Project). These conditions are discussed in the context of the Project, and
any hazards or obstacles that could affect the development or the surrounding community are
identified. Information for this section is derived from the Safety Element of the current City of
Fountain Valley General Plan, the Department of Conservation Geology Quadrangles, mitigation
plans developed in conjunction with the City of Huntington Beach and specifically for the City of
Fountain Valley (City).

3.3.1

Environmental Setting

3.3.1.1

Geologic Conditions

The City lies within coastal plains of the Peninsular Ranges geomorphic province. The region is
bounded to the north by the Coyote and Chino Hills, to the northeast by the Santa Ana Mountains,
and to the south by the San Joaquin Hills. Topography within the City consists of a gently
southward sloping alluvial plain, ranging from approximately 45 feet above mean sea level (msl)
in the northern portion of the City to approximately 10 feet above msl in the southern portion of
the City (City of Fountain Valley 2010). The major drainage system of the region is the Santa Ana
River, which flows through the southeastern Los Angeles Basin into the Pacific Ocean (California
Department of Water Resources 2004). Geologic materials underneath the Project area consist
of a mixture of both marine and terrestrial sediments. Geology in the Project area is characterized
by unconsolidated alluvial sediments, artificial fill, alluvial deposits and marine deposits. The
alluvial sediments consist of sands, silts, clays, and local gravel layers, while the artificial fill
consists of sands, silts, clays, gravels, and scattered construction material fragments such as
brick, wood, and asphalt fragments. The alluvial deposits in this area are associated with the
Santa Ana River floodplain and other active drainages in the region. Marine deposits in this area
are eroded marine terraces which are slightly higher in elevation than the floodplain areas. The
marine deposits consist of moderately to well consolidated silt, sand, and gravel.
The Project area is located on the United States Geological Survey (USGS), Newport Beach
Quadrangle, dated 1997. The Project area is generally flat with onsite elevations ranging from 24
to 28 feet above msl, generally sloping to the southwest. The Project area has been previously
developed and existing underground utilities are present. The Santa Ana River borders the Project
area to the east. The native soils in the Project area are classified as Hueneme fine sandy loam,
drained, and Metz loamy sand, moderately fine substratum.
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3.3.1.2

Geologic Hazards

Regional Faulting, Seismicity, and Earthquakes
Regional faulting and seismicity in Southern California is dominated by the San Andreas Fault
Zone, which comprises two of the major tectonic plates that comprise the earth’s crust. West of
the San Andreas Fault Zone lies the Pacific Plate, which moves in a northwesterly direction
relative to the North American Plate that lies east of the San Andreas Fault Zone. This relative
movement between the two plates is the driving force of fault ruptures (earthquakes) in western
California. The San Andreas Fault generally trends northwest southeast; however, north of the
Transverse Ranges Province, the fault trends more in an east-west direction (the Big Bend),
causing the fault’s right-lateral strike-slip movement to produce north-south compression between
the two plates. This compression has produced rapid uplift of many of the mountain ranges in
southern California. North-south compression in southern California has been estimated from 5
to 20 millimeters (mm) per year (U.S. Geological Survey 2013).
Faults are characterized by the California Geological
Survey as active, potentially active, or inactive,
according to the last seismic activity of the fault. Active
faults show evidence of surface displacement within
Holocene time (i.e., the past 11,000 years). Potentially
active faults show evidence of surface displacement
during Quaternary time (i.e., the past 1.6 million years).
Inactive faults are those without recognized Holocene or
Pleistocene Age activity (U.S. Geological Survey 1993).
Active and potentially active faults within and near the
City include the Newport-Inglewood, San Andreas, Palos
Verdes, Whittier-Elsinore, El Modina, San Jacinto,
Norwalk, Santa Monica-Raymond Hill, Christianos, San
Clemente, Peralta Uplift, and San Joaquin Hills Faults.
(City
of
Fountain
Valley
1995;
Huntington
Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation Committee
2007).
The San Andreas Fault, pictured above, is
thought to be the most active fault in
California (Source: USGS 2013).

Earthquake magnitudes are quantified using the Richter
scale, which is a logarithmic scale whereby each whole
number increase in Richter magnitude represents a
tenfold increase in the amplitude of the seismic wave generated by an earthquake. For example,
at the same distance from a fault, the shaking during a magnitude 5.0 earthquake will be 10 times
larger than a magnitude 4.0 earthquake while the amount of energy released would increase by
a factor of 32. Earthquakes of Richter magnitude 6.0 to 6.9 are classified as moderate, those
between 7.0 and 7.9 are classified as major, and those of 8.0 or more are classified as great. The
faults identified above are all estimated to be capable of producing earthquakes in the magnitude
4.5 to 8.0+ range (Huntington Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation Committee 2007).
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The five faults that present the most serious threats to the Project area include the NewportInglewood, San Andreas, San Joaquin Hills, Palos Verdes, and San Clemente faults (Department
of Conservation 1986; Huntington Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation Committee
2007) (Figure 3.3-1).
The closest active fault to the Project area is the Newport-Inglewood Fault, which is capable of
producing earthquakes ranging in magnitude from 6.3 to 7.5. It is considered the second most
active fault in California and runs roughly from northwest to southeast from the City of Inglewood
through Huntington Beach and out into the Pacific Ocean in the Newport Beach area. Though it
passes just within the southwestern-most corner of the City, the geologic conditions of the area
and proximity of the Project area to the fault make it highly likely that any activity in the fault would
have acute impacts within the City area (Department of Conservation 1986; Huntington
Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation Committee 2007).
Historically, the City has experienced seismic activity from various regional faults. The strongest,
most recent regional seismic event was the March 10, 1933 Long Beach earthquake (magnitude
6.4). The epicenter of this event is identified at 33.63°N 118.00°W, which coordinates to a location
slightly offshore and approximately 6 miles west of the Project area (City of Fountain Valley 2012).
During an earthquake along any of the onshore or offshore faults, seismic shaking would be
anticipated to occur in the vicinity of the Project area. There is also the potential for an earthquake
along one of these faults to create a tsunami; however, due to the distance from the coast and
the protection from the City of Huntington Beach, the risk of tsunami is not ranked as a priority
hazard (Huntington Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation Committee 2007).
Surface Rupture
Surface rupture involves the displacement and cracking of the ground surface along a fault trace.
Surface ruptures are visible instances of horizontal or vertical displacement, or a combination of
the two, typically confined to a narrow zone along the fault. Surface rupture is more likely to occur
in conjunction with active fault segments where earthquakes are large, or where the location of
the movement (earthquake hypocenter) is shallow. There are no documented reports of surface
rupture within the City of Fountain Valley General Plan or Mitigation Reports; however, Huntington
Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation Plan reports that there is a high potential for surface
rupture in the event of a large earthquake (Huntington Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation
Committee 2007).
Liquefaction
Liquefaction is a form of earthquake-induced ground failure that occurs primarily in relatively
shallow, loose, granular, water-saturated soils. Liquefaction is defined as the transformation of a
granular material from a solid state into a liquefied state as a consequence of increased pore
pressure, which results in the loss of grain-to-grain contact. Unconsolidated silts, sands, and silty
sands are most susceptible to liquefaction. Almost any saturated granular soil can induce an
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increase in pore water pressures when shaken, and subsequently, these excess pore water
pressures can lead to liquefaction if the intensity and duration of earthquake shaking are great
enough. During recent large earthquakes where liquefaction occurred (e.g., Taiwan, Loma Prieta,
Mexico City, and Sea of Japan), structures that were most vulnerable to liquefaction included
buildings with shallow foundations, railways, buried structures, retaining walls, port structures,
utility poles, and towers.
The City has a very high potential for liquefaction, due to the high groundwater level throughout
the City. Groundwater is within 10 feet of the surface, likely reflecting the historical wetlands that
covered the area (Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 2007). The Newport Beach
Quadrangle Seismic Hazard Zone map identifies the entire City within an area potentially
susceptible to liquefaction (Department of Conservation 1986). The Public Safety chapter of the
City of Fountain Valley General Plan further describes the high risk of liquefaction in locations
south of Interstate 405 (I-405) and along the Santa Ana River channel, with a buffer of about 0.25
mile (City of Fountain Valley 1995). The area north of I-405 is identified by the City as moderate
or unknown liquefaction risk. According to these risk designations, the Project area would have a
high potential of liquefaction south of I-405 and along the eastern border, and a moderate or
unknown risk north of I-405 (City of Fountain Valley 1995).
Landslides and Slope Instability
The stability of slopes is affected by a number of factors including gravity, rock and soil type,
amount of water present, and amount of vegetation present. Events that can cause a slope to fail
include sudden movements such as those during a seismic event, modification of the slope by
nature or humans, undercutting caused by erosion, and changes in hydrologic characteristics,
including heavy rains that can saturate the soil.
The relatively level topography of the City, including the Project area, makes the risk of landslide
and slope instability minimal. The Newport Beach Seismic Hazard Zones Quadrangle does not
identify any area within the City as at risk to landslide or slope instability (Department of
Conservation 1986).
Erosion Susceptibility
Erosion of exposed soils and rocks occurs naturally as a result of physical weathering caused by
water and wind action. Currently, the Project area is developed, and most of the land surface is
covered by impervious materials such as buildings and paved parking areas. Therefore, due to
the very small quantity of soil currently exposed at the surface, and the relatively level topography
of the Project area, the potential for erosion hazards is low.
Expansive Soils
Expansive soils tend to swell with seasonal increases in soil moisture in the winter months and
shrink as soils become drier in the summer months. Repeated shrinking and swelling of the soil
can lead to stress and damage of structures, foundations, fill slopes, and other associated
facilities.
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The Project area is located on Hueneme fine sandy loam, drained, and Metz loamy sand,
moderately fine substratum. Hueneme fine sandy loam makes up the majority of the area, while
Metz loamy sand is only found along the Santa Ana River channel as an approximately 700-foot
buffer out from the channel (Natural Resource Conservation Service 2016). Drained Hueneme
fine sandy loam is found in alluvial fans and is created through the degradation of stratified
alluvium derived from sedimentary rock. This soil is poorly drained naturally and has moderate
water storage capacity. The shrink-swell potential for Hueneme fine sandy loam, drained, is slight
(Natural Resource Conservation Service 1978). Metz loamy sand, with moderately fine
substratum, is found in alluvial fans and consists of alluvium derived from mixed parent material.
This soil is somewhat excessively drained naturally, and has a moderate water storage capacity
(Natural Resource Conservation Service 2014). The shrink-swell potential for Metz loamy sand,
with moderately fine substratum is low (Natural Resource Conservation Service 2014). No soils
within the Project area have a high expansion potential, or would require “special [foundation]
design considerations” in compliance with the Uniform Building Code (UBC).
Subsidence
Subsidence is the downward shift of the ground
surface relative to a datum, such as sea level.
Subsidence may be caused by mineral dissolution,
earth extraction activities, geological faulting,
seasonal effects that cause changes in soil moisture
content, or the withdrawal of pressurized fluids (e.g.,
groundwater or oil ) or gas from subsurface aquifers.
The City is located within an area of known
subsidence associated with drainage of organic and
peat soils and a high water table. The Huntington
Damage from large crack due to subsidence in west
Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation Plan
wall of City of Fountain Valley Fire Station 1, located
estimates that 95 percent of the City could be
1.5 miles northwest of the Project area (Source:
Huntington
Beach/Fountain
Valley
Hazard
impacted by subsidence, and there are multiple
Mitigation Committee 2007).
instances of subsidence adversely affecting buildings
in the City surrounding the Project area (Huntington
Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation Committee 2007).
Differential Settlement
Differential settlement is the process whereby soils settle non-uniformly, potentially resulting in
stress and damage to utility pipelines, building foundations, or other overlying structures. Such
movement can occur in the absence of seismically induced ground failure, due to improper
grading and soil compaction or discontinuity of underlying fill and naturally occurring soils.
However, strong ground shaking often greatly exacerbates soil conditions already prone to
differential settlement, resulting in distress to overlying structures. Elongated structures, such as
pipelines, are especially susceptible to damage as a result of differential settlement.
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3.3.2

Regulatory Framework

3.3.2.1

Federal Regulations

Several federal regulations apply to geologic hazards. These laws regulate soil erosion; water
quality discharged from construction sites, and set standards for design and construction.
Applicable laws include:
Federal Soil Conservation Law (16 USGS 590a)
By Congressional policy, this law provides permanently for the control and prevention of soil
erosion by preventative measures, including but not limited to engineering operations, methods
of cultivation, growing of vegetation, and changes in land use.
Clean Water Act Section 402 (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System [NPDES]
Program)
This act mandates that certain types of construction activity comply with the requirements of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) NPDES program. Under State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) enforcement, the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) implements the NPDES program in Orange County. The program requires a General
Construction Activities Permit, including implementation of established Best Management
Practices (BMPs) for management of stormwater, erosion control, and/or siltation. More
information regarding this regulation is provided in Section 3.6, Water Quality and Hydrology.

3.3.2.2

State Policies and Regulations

State policies and regulations have been developed in California concerning types of
development, building standards and locations of seismic hazards. These regulations include:
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act
The purpose of this Act is to regulate types of development near active faults to mitigate the
hazard of surface rupture. Under this Act, the State Geologist is required to delineate earthquake
fault zones along known active faults in California. The Act requires areas within 500 feet from a
known active fault to be designated Earthquake Fault Zones and requires geologic reports for all
proposed buildings used for human occupancy within 1,000 feet of the zone. There are no AlquistPriolo Earthquake Zones within the City. The nearest Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone to the
Project area is located approximately 3.5 miles to the southwest and is associated with the
Newport-Inglewood Fault.
California Building Code (CBC)
The state of California provides a minimum standard for building design through the CBC, which
is based on the International Building Code (IBC), but has been modified to account for
California’s unique geologic conditions. The CBC is selectively adopted by local jurisdictions,
based on local conditions. Chapter 16 of the CBC contains specific requirements for seismic
safety. Chapter 18 of the CBC regulates excavation, foundations, and retaining walls. Chapter 33
of the CBC contains specific requirements pertaining to site demolition, excavation, and
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construction to protect people and property from hazards associated with excavation cave-ins
and falling debris or construction materials. Appendix J of the CBC regulates grading activities,
including drainage and erosion control. Following the completion of the 2015 Triennial Code
Adoption Cycle, a new 2016 California Building Standards Code will be published by July 1, 2016
and will go into effect on January 1, 2017. The new 2016 CBC will provide updates to existing
codes and provide additional agency-approved building standards.
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
In order to address the effects of strong ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, and other ground
failures due to seismic events, the state of California passed the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
of 1990. Under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, the State Geologist is required to delineate
“seismic hazard zones.” Cities and counties must regulate certain development projects within
these zones until the geologic and soil conditions of the Project area are investigated and
appropriate mitigation measures, if any, are incorporated into development plans. The State
Mining and Geology Board provides additional regulations and policies to assist municipalities in
preparing the Safety Element of their General Plan and encourages land use management
policies and regulations to reduce and mitigate those hazards to protect public health and safety.
Under Public Resources Code Section 2697, cities and counties shall require, prior to the
approval of a project located in a seismic hazard zone, a geotechnical report defining and
delineating any seismic hazard. Each city or county shall submit one copy of each geotechnical
report, including mitigation measures, to the State Geologist within 30 days of its approval.

3.3.2.3

Local Policies and Regulations

Local policies, plans, and regulations that address geologic and soil hazards include the City of
Fountain Valley General Plan Safety Element, the City of Fountain Valley Building Code, and the
Huntington Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation Plan.
City of Fountain Valley General Plan Public Safety Element
Includes goals and policies that address the issues of protecting the public from geotechnical
hazards, which include:
Policy 6.2.2 Coordinate and cooperate with other agencies within the County to assist in
the mitigation of geologic and seismic hazards.
Policy 6.2.3 Develop a program to identify and rehabilitate seismically vulnerable
structures within the City.
City of Fountain Valley Building Code (Title 18.04 of the Fountain Valley Municipal Code)
Sets minimum design and construction standards, and establishes certain portions of the City as
seismic and geologic hazard zones which require special design requirements for construction.
Applicable sections include:
Title 18.04.010 – California Building Code The City of Fountain Valley Building Code
sets the minimum design and standards for construction. The “California Building Code,
3.3-8
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2013 Edition,” adopts by reference the IBC, 2012 Edition, as published by the California
Building Standards Commission and the International Code Council. Chapter 1, Division
2, Appendices H, I and J have been adopted as the City’s building code for the erection,
construction, enlargement, alteration, repair, moving, removal, demolition, occupancy,
equipment, use, height, area and maintenance of all buildings and other structures in
the City.
Huntington Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation Plan
Includes hazard assessments with associated goals and objectives to mitigate hazards
determined to have the highest risks. Goals and objectives identified for geologic hazards include
earthquakes and subsidence:
•

Minimize losses to critical facilities from earthquakes by seismically retrofitting unstable
structures

•

Identify subsidence prone areas

•

Identify public structures that have been impacted by subsidence

3.3.3

Impact Assessment and Methodology

3.3.3.1

Thresholds for Determining Significance

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the 2016 CEQA Guidelines.
For purposes of this EIR, implementation of the Project may have a significant adverse geological
impact if it would cause one or more of the following to occur:
1) The project would expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury or death involving:
a) Rupture a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault.
b) Strong seismic ground shaking.
c) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction.
d) Landslides.
2) The project would result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.
3) The project would be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.
4) The project would be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the UBC (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property.
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5) The project would have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
waste water.

3.3.3.2

Methodology

The Project area was evaluated for geological risk based on hazard risk assessments conducted
as part of hazard mitigation plans for Huntington Beach and Fountain Valley combined, and
Fountain Valley individually. Information provided in the City’s General Plan was also used to
assess potential geologic risks.
As described in the existing setting (subsection Erosion Susceptibility), the Project area is
developed with most of the land surface covered by impervious materials such as buildings and
paved parking areas. Due to the very small quantity of soil currently exposed at the surface, and
the relatively level topography of the Project area, the potential for erosion hazards is low, and
Threshold 2, regarding impacts from substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil will not be discussed
in the analysis below.
The Project area does not involve use or development of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems as sewers are available for the disposal of wastewater. Therefore, Threshold 5,
regarding the capability of soils to support septic systems or alternative waste water disposal
systems, will not be discussed in the analysis below.

3.3.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact GEO-1 Description
GEO-1

The Project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic
ground shaking, expansive soils, or seismic-related ground failure (Less than
Significant).

The Project area is located within the seismically active region of southern California. As with all
land uses in the region, new land uses anticipated to occur under the Project would potentially be
exposed to moderate to strong seismic ground shaking in the event of an earthquake on a nearby
fault (i.e., Newport-Inglewood or San Andreas Fault). A strong earthquake could result in
substantial damage to older existing structures and infrastructure, including damage to
foundations, shifting of frame structures, and breaking of underground pipes, windows, and
utilities if required current building design measures are not implemented. However, all new
structures constructed in the Project area would be required to adhere to the most current building
standards of the Fountain Valley Municipal Code and Fountain Valley Building Code, which
adopts CBC standards by reference with local amendments. Adherence to the Fountain Valley
Building Code, specifically to the seismic design and construction parameters, would ensure the
maximum practicable protection available for all structures constructed within the Project area
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and their occupants and visitors. Compliance with the CBC includes procedures to ensure the
protection of structures and occupants from seismic hazards during an earthquake.
In addition, applicants of new projects would be required to prepare and submit a site-specific
geotechnical report for review and approval by the City’s Building and Safety Division prior to the
issuance of a grading or a building permit. The geotechnical report would be required to identify
design requirements for structures and foundations to maintain structural integrity during an
earthquake to the maximum extent feasible. All recommendations and design features in the
geotechnical report are required to be incorporated into a project’s building design.
Based on the most recently available studies and past fault mapping, no known faults traverse
the Project area and the Project area is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone. Therefore,
there is no reasonably foreseeable hazard or fault rupture in the Project area, and impacts would
be less than significant.
The native soils in the Project area are classified as Hueneme fine sandy loam, drained, and Metz
loamy sand, moderately fine substratum. The shrink-swell potential for Hueneme fine sandy loam,
drained, is slight, and for Metz loam sand, moderately fine substratum, is low. There are no soils
in the Project site that have a high expansion potential. Therefore, the potential of the Project
being located on expansive soils thereby creating substantial risks to life or property would be
less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact GEO-2 Description
GEO-2

Implementation of the Project could result in the construction of new structures
and exposure of new land uses to areas with a high risk for liquefaction and/or
subsidence (Less than Significant).

The City has a very high potential for liquefaction due to the high groundwater level (within 10 feet
of the surface in areas). The area south of I-405 and within a 0.25-mile buffer along the Santa
Ana River channel is identified by the City as high liquefaction risk, while the area north of I-405
is identified by the City as moderate or unknown liquefaction risk (City of Fountain Valley 1995).
Further, the City of Fountain Valley is located within an area of known subsidence associated with
drainage of organic and peat soils. The risk of landslide and slope instability is minimal as a result
of the relatively level topography of the City.
All new structures constructed in the Project site would be required to adhere to the most current
building standards of the Fountain Valley Municipal Code and Fountain Valley Building Code,
which adopts CBC standards by reference with local amendments. Adherence to the Fountain
Valley Building Code, specifically to the soil stability construction parameters, would ensure the
maximum practicable protection available for all structures constructed within the Project area
and their occupants and visitors. Compliance with the CBC includes procedures to ensure the
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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protection of structures and occupants from liquefaction and subsidence hazards. As a result, this
impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.

3.3.4.1

Residual Impacts

Although the occurrence probability of a larger-than-expected earthquake with corresponding high
ground acceleration is low, it is not zero; consequently, any structure built in California is susceptible
to failure during significant seismic events. No matter which standards are followed or mitigation
implemented there would still be a potential for structural failure during an earthquake. Despite this
unmitigable risk of larger-than-expected earthquakes, compliance with existing building and grading
regulations, including compliance with the CBC, would reduce the risk of impact to less than
significant for typical geological risks.

3.3.4.2

Cumulative Impacts

The geographic context for analysis of impacts on development from groundshaking or unstable
soil conditions including landslides, liquefaction, subsidence, collapse, or expansive soil generally
is site-specific. Because all development would be required to undergo analysis of geological and
soil conditions applicable to the project sites and because restrictions on development would be
applied in the event that geological or soil conditions pose a risk to safety, it is anticipated that
cumulative impacts from development on soils subject to instability, subsidence, collapse, and/or
expansive soil would be less than significant.

3.3-12

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
Revised Final EIR

3.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

3.4

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

This section analyzes the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project (Project) impacts
related to greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs). The section estimates the GHG emissions that
would result from construction and operation of the Project, including generation of vehicle trips.
Project-related GHG emissions are estimated using the California Emission Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) computer model in order to assess conformance with defined thresholds. This
modeling is revised to reflect an updated air pollutant modeling analysis using an updated
version of CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.1), provide clarification in level of Project impacts to
GHGs and reliance on identified mitigation measures, analyze Project GHG emissions against
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) proposed Tier 4 threshold, expand
discussion on the Project’s compliance with adopted SCAQMD Rules, and analyze plans and
programs adopted after release of the initial Notice of Preparation including the 2016-2040
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (adopted in April 2016) and the Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) (adopted in March 2017). The revised GHG emissions modeling is
reflected throughout the setting and analysis, including Tables 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4, and
3.4-5. Appendix D has been updated to include the revised CalEEMod emissions calculations.

3.4.1

Environmental Setting

The Project area is located within the city blocks bounded by Ward Street to the west, Talbert
Avenue to the north, the Santa Ana River to the east, and Ellis Avenue to the south. It is
bisected by Interstate 405 (I-405) in the southeastern portion of the City of Fountain Valley
(City). The City is located in west Orange County (County), and is bounded by the Cities of
Huntington Beach to the west and southwest, Westminster, Garden Grove and Santa Ana to the
north and east, and Costa Mesa to the southeast. The City is located within the South Coast Air
Basin (Basin), with GHGs generated by a wide range of emission sources, including utilities,
industry, and heavy vehicular traffic.
3.4.1.1

Overview of Climate Change

Climate change refers to any significant change in the measures of climate lasting for an
extended period of time. In other words, climate change includes major changes in temperature,
precipitation, or wind patterns, among others, that occur over several decades or longer. These
changes are caused by a number of natural factors—oceanic processes, variations in solar
radiation received by Earth, plate tectonics, and volcanic eruptions—as well as human-induced
alterations. The primary anthropogenic driver of climate change is the release of GHGs into the
atmosphere.
The Earth’s atmosphere consists of a variety of gases that regulate the Earth’s temperature by
trapping solar energy and maintaining existing global average temperatures: these gases are
cumulatively referred to as GHGs. Human activities, such as producing electricity and driving
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internal combustion vehicles, have contributed to elevated concentration of these gases in the
atmosphere. Since the industrial revolution, human production and release of GHGs has added
enough GHGs to the atmosphere to result in an increase in average global temperatures. This
change in the global climate may lead to a number of physical and environmental effects, such
as changes in rainfall patterns, smaller polar ice caps, a rise in sea level, and a wide range of
impacts on plants, wildlife, and humans.
3.4.1.2

Potential Effects of Global Climate Change

Climate change could result in a number of potential adverse effects including sea level rise,
flooding and increased weather variability and intensified storm events, reduced reliability of
water supplies, reduced quality of water supplies, and increased stress on ecosystems that
would reduce biodiversity. Additionally, climate change may have impacts to human health due
to heat waves and extreme weather events, reduced air quality, and increased climate-sensitive
diseases, including food-borne, water-borne, and animal-borne diseases.
Adverse effects from climate change would be distributed all across the globe. Sensitive
communities, such as low-lying nations that are more susceptible to impacts from sea level rise,
may be more heavily impacted than communities in other regions; however, climate change
may not have clearly definable impacts to a specific region or community. In other words, the
effects of climate change would have global consequences, many of which are not site-specific.
3.4.1.3

Greenhouse Gases

GHGs consist of a variety of gases that have the potential to trap heat, mainly water vapor,
carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), ozone (O3), and chlorofluorocarbons
(CFCs). Water vapor and ozone and their relationship to climate change are not clearly
understood and defined, so these GHGs are not currently regulated. Therefore, methodologies
and regulations approved by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) focus on CO2, CH4, N2O, and CFCs. CFC production has been banned and CFCs have
no natural source, so these GHGs are not included in this analysis. The following provides a
brief description of each of the remaining GHGs and their sources:
CO2

The natural production and absorption of CO2 occurs through the burning of fossil fuels
(e.g., oil, natural gas, and coal), solid waste, trees and wood products, and as a result of
other chemical reactions, such as those required to manufacture cement. Globally, the
largest source of CO2 emissions is the combustion of fossil fuels such as coal, oil, and
gas in power plants, automobiles, and industrial facilities. CO2 is removed from the
atmosphere (or sequestered) when it is absorbed by plants as part of the biological
carbon cycle. When in balance, total CO2 emissions and removals from the entire carbon
cycle are roughly equal. Since the Industrial Revolution in the 1700s, human activities
have increased CO2 concentrations in the atmosphere by 31 percent as of 2013 (IPCC
2013a).
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CH4

CH4 is emitted from a variety of both human-related (anthropogenic) and natural
sources. Anthropogenic sources of CH4 include the production and transport of coal,
natural gas, and oil; CH4 emissions from livestock and other agricultural practices; as
well as emissions from the decay of organic waste in municipal solid waste landfills. It is
estimated that 50 to 65 percent of global CH4 emissions are related to human activities.
Natural sources of CH4 include wetlands, gas hydrates, permafrost, termites, oceans,
freshwater bodies, non-wetland soils, and wildfires (IPCC 2013b).

N2O

Concentrations of N2O also began to rise at the beginning of the Industrial Revolution,
reaching 324.2 parts per billion (ppb) by 2011. Microbial processes in soil and water,
including those reactions that occur in fertilizer containing nitrogen, produce N2O. In
addition to agricultural sources, some industrial processes (e.g., fossil fuel-fired power
plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions) also contribute to
the atmospheric load of N2O (IPCC 2013a).

Because the impact each GHG has on climate change varies, the common metric of Carbon
Dioxide Equivalents (CO2e) is used to report a combined impact from all of the GHGs. This
metric scales the global warming potential of each GHG to that of CO2. GHG emissions are
typically expressed in metric tons (MTCO2e), million metric tons (TgCO2e), or billion metric tons
(GtCO2e) (IPCC 2014; USEPA 2016).
3.4.1.4

Existing GHG Emissions from Human Activity

The burning of fossil fuels, such as coal and oil, especially for the generation of electricity and
powering of motor vehicles, has led to substantial increases in CO2 emissions (and thus
substantial increases in atmospheric concentrations). In 2011, atmospheric CO2 concentrations
were found to have increased by more than 31 percent above the pre-industrial concentrations
present prior to 1750 (IPCC 2013a).
Global GHG Emissions
As of 2014, global GHG emissions were estimated at 49 GtCO2e per year, with CO2 making up
76 percent of the total anthropogenic GHG emissions. This is an overall increase in GHG
emissions of 71 percent from the 28.7 GtCO2e of emissions in 1970 (IPCC 2014). Annual
anthropogenic GHG emissions have increased by 10 GtCO2e between 2000 and 2010, with this
increase directly coming from energy supply (47 percent), industry (30 percent), transport (11
percent), and building (3 percent) sectors. About two-thirds of cumulative anthropogenic CO2
emissions between 1750 and 2010 have occurred in the last 40 years. From 1750 to 1970,
cumulative CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion and cement production were 420
GtCO2e. From 1970 to 2010, that cumulative total tripled to 1300 GtCO2e (IPCC 2014).
U.S. GHG Emissions
In 2013, the U.S. emitted 6,673 TgCO2e of GHGs. Total U.S. emissions have increased by 5.9
percent from 1990 to 2013, and increased by 2.0 percent from 2012 to 2013. Fossil fuel
combustion accounted for 93.7 percent of CO2 emissions and 78.0 percent of total U.S. GHG
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emissions in 2012. Of the five major sectors generating emissions through direct fossil fuel
combustion—electricity generation, transportation, industrial, residential, and commercial—
electricity generation accounts for approximately 40 percent and transportation accounts for
33.4 percent of these emissions. Approximately 82 percent of the energy consumed in the U.S.
was produced through combustion of fossil fuels, while the remaining 18 percent came from
other energy sources such as hydropower, biomass, nuclear, wind, and solar energy. In 2012,
total GHG emissions by sector were 31 percent for the electric power industry, 27 percent for
transportation, 21 percent for industry, 9 percent for agriculture, 6 percent for commercial, and 6
percent for residential 1 (USEPA 2016).
State of California GHG Emissions
In 2012, California generated approximately 459 TgCO2e, or about 6.8 percent of total US
emissions, second only to Texas. This is due primarily to the large population and geographic
size of California compared to other states. By contrast, California has the fifth lowest per-capita
GHG emission rates in the country, due to its mild climate and the success of its energyefficiency and renewable energy programs. State commitments to these strategies and
programs have lowered the state’s GHG emissions rate of growth by more than half of what it
would have been otherwise. Reductions in 2008 and 2009 have also been attributed to the
economic recession and higher fuel prices, with marked declines in on-road transportation,
cement production, and electricity consumption (CARB 2016a).
Transportation is the source of approximately 37 percent of the state’s GHG emissions, followed
by industrial sources at 22 percent, and electricity generation (both in-state and out-of-state) at
21 percent. Agricultural sources account for 8.3 percent, while residential and commercial
sources account for 6.9 and 4.9 percent, respectively. The remaining 0.04 percent is attributed
to unspecified sources (CARB 2016a).
Project Area Emissions
In the Project vicinity, sources of GHG emissions include motor vehicles and building energy
needs, as well as the construction and maintenance of buildings, streets, and infrastructure.
Automobiles, motorcycles, and trucks are the primary source of GHG emissions. GHG
emissions in the Project area also occur from various stationary sources, such as mechanical
equipment (e.g., HVAC systems) associated with buildings, the operation of various types of
businesses, and sources at residential locations.
The Project area is currently occupied with various light industrial, retail, and office land uses
that generate operational GHG emissions associated with the building’s energy needs and
vehicle trips generated by employees and visitors to the Project area. Existing Project area
operational GHG emissions were modeled using CalEEMod with analysis of existing land uses
currently onsite (see Table 3.4-1).

1

The remaining 1 percent of emissions was generated by U.S. Territories.
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Table 3.4-1.

Estimated Existing Annual GHGs Emitted by the Project Area
Category

Area

Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/year)
0 0.08

Energy

8,861 9,049.92

Mobile

31,666 26,553.54

Waste

1,628 1,800.14

Water

3,286 3,645.94

Construction (amortized)
Total

0
45,441 41,049.62

Note: Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. This table has been updated from that
provided in the pre-recirculation Final EIR released in April 2017 to reflect updated GHG emissions modeling
using the most recently updated version of CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.1). Refer to the revised Appendix D for
detailed CalEEMod output sheets.

The estimated annual operational GHG emissions associated with the existing uses at the
Project area but at the buildout year of 2035 instead of 2016 have also been calculated using
CalEEMod. The comparison of the Project’s operational GHG emissions to “No Project”
operational GHG emissions is discussed in Section 5.4.1, No Project Alternative.

3.4.2

Regulatory Framework

Global climate change is addressed through the efforts of various federal, state, regional, and
local government agencies as well as national and international scientific and governmental
conventions and programs. These agencies work jointly and individually to understand and
regulate the effects of GHG emissions and resulting climate change through legislation,
regulations, planning, policymaking, education, and a variety of programs. The significant
agencies, conventions, and programs focused on global climate change are discussed below.
3.4.2.1

International/Federal Regulations

International Protocols
The US participated in the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) (signed on March 21, 1994). The Kyoto Protocol was the first treaty made under the
UNFCCC on December 1, 1997 and was the first international agreement to regulate GHG
emissions. It has been estimated that if the commitments outlined in the Kyoto Protocol were
met, global GHG emissions could have been reduced by an estimated 5 percent from 1990
levels during the first commitment period of 2008–2012. The US has not ratified the Protocol
and is not bound by the Protocol’s commitments. The Kyoto Protocol expired at the end of 2012,
and efforts are currently underway to negotiate a new agreement with broader international
support. The 2015 United Nations Climate Change Conference was held in Paris, from
November 30 to December 11, 2015. It was the 21st yearly session of the Conference of the
Parties (COP 21) to the 1992 UNFCCC and the 11th session of the Meeting of the Parties to the
1997 Kyoto Protocol. The conference objective was to achieve a legally binding and universal
agreement on climate, from all the nations of the world; 195 nations supported the agreement to
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take steps to limit global temperature increase to 2 degrees Celsius, while aiming to keep the
increase under 1.5 degrees Celsius. The Paris Agreement was opened for signature on April 22,
2016. At this ceremony, 174 States and the European Union signed the agreement and 15
States also deposited their instruments of ratification (UNFCCC 2016).
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
The USEPA is responsible for implementing federal policy to address global climate change.
The federal government administers a wide array of public-private partnerships to reduce U.S.
GHG emissions. These programs focus on energy efficiency, renewable energy, methane and
other non-CO2 gases, agricultural practices, and implementation of technologies to achieve
GHG reductions.
On May 13, 2010, the USEPA issued a Final Rule that took effect on January 2, 2011, setting a
threshold of 75,000 MTCO2e per year for GHG emissions from major industrial facilities. The
USEPA has not yet established a threshold for other sectors.
Federal Heavy-Duty National Program
In August 2011, the USEPA and the Department of Transportation’s National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA) announced the first-ever program to reduce GHG emissions and
improve fuel efficiency of heavy-duty trucks and buses. The USEPA and the NHTSA have each
adopted complementary standards under their respective authorities covering model years
2014-2018, which together form a comprehensive Heavy-Duty National Program. The goal of
the joint rulemaking is to present coordinated federal standards that help manufacturers build
single vehicle fleets and engines that are able to comply with both. The Heavy-Duty National
Program is projected to reduce fuel use and GHG emissions from all types and sizes of work
trucks and buses. Vehicles covered by this program comprise the transportation segment’s
second largest contributor to oil consumption and GHG emissions.
3.4.2.2

State Policies and Regulations

California Air Resources Board
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) a part of the California EPA, is responsible for the
coordination and administration of both federal and state air pollution control programs within
California. In this capacity, CARB conducts research, sets state ambient air quality standards,
compiles emission inventories, develops suggested control measures, and provides oversight of
local programs. CARB has primary responsibility for the development of California’s State
Implementation Plan (SIP), for which it works closely with the federal government and the local
air districts. CARB has also recently adopted a statewide GHG emissions limit for 2020 (427
TgCO2e), an emissions inventory, and requirements to measure, track, and report GHG
emissions by major industries (Office of Planning and Research [OPR] 2008).
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Executive Order B-30-15
California Governor Brown announced on April 29, 2015 through Executive Order B-30-15 a
new statewide policy goal to reduce GHG emissions 40 percent below their 1990 levels by
2030. This order acts as an intermediate goal to achieving 80 percent reductions by 2050 as
outlined in Executive Order S-3-05 below.
Executive Order S-3-05
Former California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger announced on June 1, 2005, through
Executive Order S-3-05, the following GHG emission reduction targets:
•
•
•

By 2010, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels
By 2020, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels
By 2050, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels

Executive Order S-1-07
On January 18, 2007, Former California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger established a
requirement through Executive Order S-1-07 that a statewide Low Carbon Fuel Standard goal
be established to reduce the carbon intensity of the California’s transportation fuels by at least
10 percent by 2020.
Senate Bill 1078 and Executive Order S-14-08
Established in 2002 under Senate Bill 1078, accelerated in 2006 under Senate Bill 107 and
expanded in 2011 under Senate Bill 2, California's Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) is one
of the most ambitious renewable energy standards in the country. The RPS program requires
investor-owned utilities, electric service providers, and community choice aggregators to
increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total
procurement by 2020.
Assembly Bill 1493
Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (Pavley) of 2002 (Health and Safety Code Sections 42823 and
43018.5) requires the California ARB to develop and adopt the nation’s first GHG emissions
standards, also known as Pavley 1, for automobiles. In 2004, the State of California submitted a
request for a waiver from federal clean air regulations, as it is authorized to do under the Clean
Air Act, to allow the state to require reduced tailpipe emissions of CO2. In late 2007, the USEPA
denied California’s waiver request and declined to promulgate adequate federal regulations
limiting GHG emissions. In early 2008, the state brought suit against the USEPA related to this
denial. In January 2009, President Obama instructed the USEPA to reconsider the Bush
Administration’s denial of California’s and 13 other states’ requests to implement global warming
pollution standards for cars and trucks. In June 2009, the USEPA granted California’s waiver
request, enabling the state to enforce its GHG emissions standards for new motor vehicles
beginning with the current model year.
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Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) recognizes that California is a
major contributor to U.S. GHG emissions. AB 32 acknowledges that such emissions cause
significant adverse impacts to human health and the environment, and therefore must be
identified and mitigated where appropriate. AB 32 also establishes a State goal of reducing
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 – a reduction of approximately 30 percent from
projected State emission levels and 15 percent from current State levels, with even more
substantial reductions required in the future (OPR 2008). 2
CARB has adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan, which outlines the state’s strategy to
achieve the 2020 GHG limit set by AB 32. This Scoping Plan proposes a comprehensive set of
actions designed to reduce overall greenhouse gas emissions in California, improve the
environment, reduce dependence on oil, diversify energy sources, save energy, create new
jobs, and enhance public health.
Senate Bill 375
The adoption of SB 375 (Steinberg, Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008) on September 30, 2008
created a process whereby local governments and other stakeholders must work together within
their region to achieve the reductions specified in AB 32 through integrated development
patterns, improved transportation planning, and other transportation measures and policies.
On September 23, 2010, the ARB adopted the vehicular GHG emissions reduction targets that
require a 7 to 8 percent reduction by 2020 and between 13 to 16 percent reduction by 2035
relative to emissions in 2005 for each metropolitan planning organization (MPO). Southern
California Council of Governments (SCAG) is the MPO for the southern California region and is
required to work with local jurisdictions. CARB has determined SCAG’s reduction target for per
capita vehicular emissions to be 8 percent by 2020 and 13 percent by 2035. SCAG recently
completed and adopted the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, which provides a number of Sustainable
Communities Strategies (SCS) to achieve the GHG reduction goals of AB32. With the adopted
RTP/SCS, SCAG’s per capita reduction target (defined in the June 4, 2012 Executive Order G12-039) is 9 percent by 2020 and 16 percent by 2035 and thus, would exceed CARB’s GHG’s
established targets.
Senate Bill 97
Senate Bill (SB) 97, adopted in 2007, amended the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) to establish that GHG emissions and their effects are appropriate subjects for CEQA
analysis, and directs the OPR to develop draft CEQA Guidelines for evaluating and mitigating
GHG emissions and global climate change effects. In March 2010, the California Office of
Administrative Law codified into law CEQA amendments that provide regulatory guidance with

2

ARB has determined the statewide levels of GHG emissions in 1990 to be 427 MTCO2e
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respect to the analysis and mitigation of the potential effects of GHG emissions, as found in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.4. The California Resources Agency adopted the Guidelines in
January 2009 (OPR 2008).
Executive Order S-13-08
Executive Order S-13-08, the Climate Adaptation and Sea Level Rise Planning Directive,
provides clear direction for how the state should plan for future climate impacts. The first result
is the 2009 California Adaptation Strategy (CAS) report, which summarizes the best known
science on climate change impacts in the state to assess vulnerability and outlines possible
solutions that can be implemented within and across state agencies to promote resiliency.
California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24
CCR Title 24, Part 6: California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings (Title 24) were first established in 1978 in response to a legislative
mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption. The standards are updated periodically to
increase the baseline energy efficiency requirements. Although it was not originally intended to
reduce GHG emissions, electricity production by fossil fuels results in GHG emissions and
energy efficient buildings require less electricity. Therefore, increased energy efficiency results
in decreased GHG emissions. The 2008 standards are the most recent version which went into
effect on January 1, 2010.
CCR Title 24, Part 11: California’s Green Building Standard Code (CALGreen) establishes
mandatory green building code requirements as well as voluntary measures (Tier 1 and Tier 2)
for new buildings in California. The mandatory provisions in CALGreen will reduce the use of
volatile organic compound (VOC)-emitting materials, strengthen water efficiency conservation,
increase construction waste recycling, and increase energy efficiency. Tier 1 and Tier 2 are
intended to further encourage building practices that minimize the building’s impact on the
environment and promote a more sustainable design.
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3.4.2.3

Regional Policies and Regulations

South Coast Air Quality Management District
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is the agency principally
responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the Los Angeles County area. In order to
provide GHG emissions guidance to local jurisdictions within the South Coast Air Basin, the
SCAQMD has organized a Working Group to develop GHG emission analysis guidance and
thresholds.
As of the present date, the only regulation adopted by the SCAQMD addressing the generation
of GHG emissions is the establishment of a 10,000 MTCO2e per year screening level threshold
of significance for stationary/source/industrial projects for which the SCAQMD is the Lead
Agency.
SCAQMD released a draft guidance document regarding interim CEQA GHG significance
thresholds in October 2008. On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the
staff proposal for an interim GHG significance threshold for stationary sources (i.e., industrial
projects) where the SCAQMD is the Lead Agency. SCAQMD proposed a tiered approach,
whereby the level of detail and refinement needed to determine significance increases with a
project‘s total GHG emissions. The tiered approach defines projects that are exempt under
CEQA and projects that are within the jurisdiction of, and subject to the policies of, a GHG
Reduction Plan as less than significant. This tiered approach is discussed in the following
threshold section.
Air Quality Management Plan
SCAQMD and SCAG are the agencies responsible for preparing the Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP) for the Basin. The 20162012 AQMP is designed to meet the state and Federal
Clean Air Act planning requirements and focuses on ozone and fine particulate matter (PM2.5)
rather than GHGs. The 2016 AQMP represents a thorough analysis of existing and potential
regulatory control options, includes available, proven, and cost-effective strategies, and seeks to
achieve multiple goals in partnership with other entities promoting reductions in GHGs and toxic
risk, as well as efficiencies in energy use, transportation, and goods movement. These planning
efforts have substantially decreased the population’s exposure to unhealthful levels of
pollutants, even while substantial population growth has occurred within the Basin.
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/
Sustainable Communities Strategy
SCAG has adopted the Regional Transportation/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS),
which is the culmination of a multi-year effort involving stakeholders from across the SCAG
region. The RTP/SCS includes a strong commitment to reducing emissions from transportation
sources and emphasizes the crucial linkages and interrelationships between the economy, the
regional transportation system, and land use. Strategies for achieving goals of available, safe,
sustainable and affordable transportation include: 1) investing in bus, light rail and heavy rail
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transit, passenger and high-speed rail, pedestrian and bicycle transportation corridors,
infrastructure and transportation demand management (e.g., carpooling to reduce demand for
individual transport); 2) encouraging public participation in the planning processes; and 3)
educating the public about available transportation methods available in the region. As
discussed above, CARB has determined SCAG’s reduction target for per capital vehicular GHG
emissions to be 8 percent by 2020 and 13 percent by 2035 relative to the 2005 baseline. In
June 2016, CARB determined that SCAG’s 2016–2040 RTP/SCS is consistent with their GHG
reduction targets (CARB 2016b). Specifically, SCAG’s plan is expected to help California meet
and exceed its GHG reduction goals, with estimated reductions in per capita transportation
emissions of 8 percent by 2020, 18 percent by 2035, and 21 percent by 2040.
3.4.2.4

Local Policies and Regulations

The City of Fountain Valley currently has no polices, plans, regulations, and thresholds of
significance, or other municipal laws that directly address climate change.

3.4.3

Impact Assessment and Methodology

3.4.3.1

Thresholds of Significance

The 2016 CEQA Guidelines do not establish a quantitative threshold of significance for GHG
impacts; instead, lead agencies have the discretion to establish such thresholds for their
respective jurisdictions. GHG analysis is typically based on the cumulative impact of emissions.
The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the 2016 CEQA
Guidelines. For purposes of this EIR, impacts related to GHG emissions from the Project would
be significant if the Project elements would:
a) Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment;
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
GHG emissions.
With regard to the first criteria, CEQA defines a “significant effect on the environment” as a
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within
the area affected by the Project. With respect to global climate change, no one project can
individually create a direct impact on what is a global problem (i.e., no project will, by itself, raise
the temperature of the planet). As such, GHG analysis is typically based on the cumulative
impact of GHG emissions.
Generally, the evaluation of an impact under CEQA requires measuring data from a project
against a “threshold of significance.” Further, the CEQA Guidelines clarify that “when adopting
thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously
adopted or recommended by other public agencies or recommended by experts, provided the
decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence.” For
GHG emissions and global warming, there is not, at this time, one established, universally
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agreed-upon “threshold of significance” by which to measure an impact. The 2016 CEQA
Guidelines do not establish a threshold of significance for GHG impacts; instead lead agencies
have the discretion to establish significance thresholds for their respective jurisdictions. A Lead
Agency may look to thresholds developed by other public agencies or other expert entities, so
long as the threshold chosen is supported by substantial evidence. SCAG, SCAQMD, and the
City have not adopted a GHG significance threshold applicable to the development of nonstationary source projects. Therefore, guidance documents from other agencies and CEQA
were evaluated for determining an appropriate significance threshold.
The significance threshold used for this EIR is based on methodologies proposed by the
SCAQMD and methodologies adopted by other AQMDs. The SCAQMD has been evaluating
GHG significance thresholds since April 2008. In December 2008, the SCAQMD adopted an
interim 10,000 MTCO2e per year screening level threshold for stationary source/industrial
projects for which the SCAQMD is the Lead Agency. The SCAQMD has continued to consider
adoption of significance thresholds for residential and general development projects. The most
recent proposal issued in September 2010 uses the following tiered approach to evaluate
potential GHG impacts from various uses:
•

Tier 1: Determine if CEQA categorical exemptions are applicable. If not, move to Tier 2.

•

Tier 2: Consider whether or not the proposed project is consistent with a locally adopted
GHG reduction plan that has gone through public hearings and CEQA review, that has
an approved inventory, includes monitoring, etc. If not, move to Tier 3.

•

Tier 3: Consider whether the project generates GHG emissions in excess of screening
thresholds for individual land uses. The 10,000 MTCO2e/year threshold for industrial
uses would be recommended for use by all lead agencies. Under Option 1, separate
screening thresholds are proposed for residential projects (3,500 MTCO2e/year),
commercial projects (1,400 MTCO2e/year), and mixed-use projects (3,000
MTCO2e/year). Under Option 2 a single numerical screening threshold of 3,000
MTCO2e/year would be used for all non-industrial projects. If the project generates
emissions in excess of the applicable screening threshold, move to Tier 4.

•

Tier 4: Consider whether the project generates GHG emissions in excess of applicable
performance standards for the project service population (population plus employment).
The 2020 efficiency targets were established based on the goal of AB 32 to reduce
statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The 2035 targets were selected to be
consistent with the GHG reduction target date of SB 375. The 2020 efficiency targets are
4.8 MTCO2e/year per service population for project level analyses and 6.6 MTCO2e/year
per service population for plan level analyses. The 2035 targets are 3.0 MTCO2e/year
per service population for project level analyses and 4.1 MTCO2e/year per service
population for plan level analyses. If the project generates emissions in excess of the
applicable efficiency targets, move to Tier 5.
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•

Tier 5: Consider the implementation of offsite mitigation (GHG reduction projects) to
reduce GHG emission impacts to less than the proposed screening level. Any offsite
mitigation measures that include purchase of offsets would require that the project
provide offsets for the life of the project, which is defined as 30 years. If the project is
unable to implement offsite GHG reduction mitigation measures to reduce GHG
emission impacts to less than the screening level, then GHG emissions from the project
would be considered significant. Since it is currently uncertain how offsite mitigation
measures, including purchased offsets, interact with future AB 32 Scoping Plan
measures, the SCAQMD would allow substitution of mitigation measures that include an
enforceable commitment to provide mitigation prior to the occurrence of emissions.

The thresholds identified above have not been adopted by the SCAQMD or distributed for
widespread public review and comment, and the working group tasked with developing the
thresholds has not met since September 2010. The future schedule and likelihood of threshold
adoption is uncertain. However, while not officially adopted by SCAQMD, the City has elected to
use the SCAQMD proposed tiered approach. Because the Project involves both residential and
commercial development, the numerical threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e/year would apply. If the
Project were to result in annual emissions that exceed the interim residential/commercial sector
threshold, then the proposed Tier 4 threshold of 3.0 MTCO2e/year per service population would
apply in determining Project GHG impacts.
3.4.3.2

Methodology

GHG emissions associated with the construction and operation of the Project was estimated
using the CalEEMod software. The methodology and assumptions used in this analysis are
detailed below for construction and operation activities. GHG emissions estimates have been
updated in the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR to use the latest version of CalEEMod, Version
2016.3.1, which includes updated assumptions on vehicle fleet mixes, Title 24 energy efficiency
standards, utility intensity demand factors, etc. Default emission assumptions integrated
applicable SCAQMD Rules and regulations for both construction and operation. Although
buildout of the Project would result a net increase in new development on the site, CalEEMod
estimates for existing Project area operational mobile emissions are higher than the Project
buildout operational mobile emissions given CalEEMod assumes the use of “cleaner” vehicles
and fleet mixes in the buildout year of 2035 of the Project, compared to the comparatively “dirty”
vehicles in the existing year of 2016. Due to these factors, GHG emissions are estimated to be
below previous calculations. Refer to Appendix D for updated model output and detailed
calculations.
Construction
Construction equipment typically uses fossil fuels, which generates GHGs such as carbon
dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide. Methane may also be emitted during the fueling of heavy
equipment. The raw materials used to construct new buildings can sequester carbon; however,
demolition of structures can result in the gradual release of the carbon stored in waste building
materials as those materials decompose in landfills. Since the exact nature of the origin or
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make-up of the construction materials is unknown, only operation of construction vehicles and
equipment is considered in the analysis of construction GHG emissions.
Based on current SCAQMD methodology, GHGs emitted during construction are amortized over
an estimated 30-year project lifetime.
Operation
The following activities are typically associated with the operation of residential, retail, industrial,
and commercial land uses that will contribute to the generation of GHG emissions:
Vehicular trips. Vehicle trips generated by the Project would result in GHG emissions through
combustion of fossil fuels. Carbon dioxide emissions were determined based on the trip rates
provided in the traffic analysis and assumed by CalEEMod, and average trip length for trips in
the City. The GHG emissions estimates have been updated to include trip generation
information in the revised Fountain Valley Crossroads Specific Plan Transportation Impact
Analysis (TIA) in Appendix E prepared by Fehr & Peers and amended in September 2017.
Revisions to the TIA in December 2017 to account for revised plans for improvement to the Ellis
Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramp (see Section 8.0, Response to Comments)
have not resulted in the need for revised analysis of Project-related GHG emissions, as revised
intersection improvements have not affected assumptions regarding Project GHG emissions
(i.e., traffic volume, distribution, development plans, construction schedule, etc.).
Onsite use of natural gas and other fuels. Natural gas would be used by the Project for
heating of the industrial, commercial, and retail spaces, resulting in a direct release of GHGs.
Estimated emissions from the combustion of natural gas and other fuels is based on the number
of dwelling units and square footage of industrial, office, and retail space. CH4 and N2O
emissions were estimated using the total vehicle miles traveled as determined by CalEEMod
and USEPA emissions factors for on-road vehicles.
Electricity use. Electricity is generated by a combination of methods, which include combustion
of fossil fuels. Use of electricity for operation of the Project would contribute to the indirect
emissions associated with electricity production. Estimated emissions from the consumption of
electricity is based on the number of dwelling units and square footage of industrial, office, and
retail space, and standard electrical consumption rates from the CalEEMod software model.
Water use and Wastewater generation. The amount of water used and wastewater generated
by a Project has indirect GHG emissions as a result of the energy used to supply, distribute and
treat water and wastewater. In addition to the indirect GHG emissions associated with energy
use, wastewater treatment can directly emit both methane and nitrous oxide depending on the
treatment method.
Solid waste. Emissions calculated for solid waste reflect the indirect GHG emissions associate
with waste that is disposed of at a landfill. Disposal rates from the California Department of
Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) are used to estimate amount of disposal for
individual land uses. GHG emissions associated with the decomposition of waste are quantified
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based on amount of degradable organic carbon. CO2 emissions are also quantified based on
associated methane, if applicable.

3.4.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact GHG-1 Description
GHG-1

The Project would generate GHG emissions from both mobile and operational
sources, as well as short-term GHG emissions from construction that could
have a significant effect on the environment (Less than Significant with
Mitigation).

Construction-related GHG emissions are difficult to quantify as the details of construction,
design/size, and timing of each individual development within the Project is unknown at this
time. However, as a reasonable worst-case scenario, GHG emissions associated with the
Project were estimated for construction, operation, and related transportation using full buildout
numbers and a construction timeline assuming chronological order of construction phases. Total
annual emissions for construction and operation of the Project were modeled using CalEEMod,
and detailed assumptions and data can be found in Appendix D.
Per current SCAQMD methodology, construction-related GHG emissions were amortized over
an anticipated 30-year period to provide an average annual estimate (see Table 3.4-2).
Construction activities for the Project would result in temporary GHG emissions.
Table 3.4-2.

Unmitigated GHG Emissions from Construction of the Project
Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

Maximum Annual GHG Emissions
Total GHG Emissions
Amortized over 30 years

2,415.22 2,419.92
30,822.65 30,886.91
1,027.42 1,029.56

Note: Refer to Appendix D for detailed CalEEMod output sheets. This table has been updated from that provided in
the pre-recirculation Final EIR released in April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most
recently updated version of CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.1), as well as implementation and compliance with
SCAQMD rules and regulations.

Direct operational emissions from the Project would result from increased use of natural gas as
a result of daily operational activities, as well as from vehicle fuel from increased personal
vehicle trips. Indirect operational emissions would result from the consumption of electricity for
use in residential, commercial, and industrial land uses, as well as electricity used for
transportation. Other indirect operational emissions would be related to increased landfill
emissions due to greater solid waste generation, and increased electricity used for water
pumping to supply greater water demand. Operation-related GHG emissions were split into
emission categories and totaled to provide an average annual estimate. For comparative
purposes, existing GHGs (see Table 3.4-1) were compared to the proposed Project’s estimated
GHG emissions shown below to determine net new emissions (see Table 3.4-3). The Project
also contains mechanisms to reduce GHG emissions, such as measures to meet or exceed
Title 24 energy efficiency standards, Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Measures,
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bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and amenities to encourage non-motorized transportation.
Further, as described in Section 3.2, Air Quality, the Project is required to comply with SCAQMD
Rules regarding the use of low VOC architectural coatings, idling of equipment, and prohibitions
on the installation of wood burning stoves and hearth fireplaces.
Table 3.4-3.

Unmitigated Net New GHG Emissions from Operation of the Project
Existing (2016)
Operational Annual GHG
Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

Project Operational
Annual GHG Emissions
(MTCO2e/year)

Net Annual GHG
Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

0.08

126.26 127.16

126.18 127.08

Energy

9,049.92

19,483.51 19,557.24

10,433.59 10,507.32

Mobile

26,553.54

18,417.38 18,435.08

-8,136.16 -8,118.46

Waste

1,800.14

776.12 1,922.79

-1,024.02 122.65

Water

3,645.94

3,691.37 4,401.08

45.43 755.14

Total

41,049.62

42,494.64 44,443.36

1,445.02 3,393.74

Category
Area

Note: Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to the revised Appendix D for
detailed 680CalEEMod output sheets. This table has been updated from that provided in the pre-recirculation Final
EIR released in April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most recently updated version of
CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.1), as well as implementation and compliance with SCAQMD rules and regulations.

Table 3.4-4.

Total Unmitigated Net New GHG Emissions from Construction and
Operation of the Project

Category

Net Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

Construction (amortized)

1,027.42 1,029.56

Operation

1,445.02 3,393.74

Total

2,472.44 4,423.30

Note: Refer to Appendix D for detailed CalEEMod output sheets. This table has been updated from that provided in
the pre-recirculation Final EIR released in April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most
recently updated version of CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.1), as well as implementation and compliance with
SCAQMD rules and regulations.

Table 3.4-5.

Mitigated GHG Emissions from Construction of the Project
Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

Total

28,888

Amortized over 30 years

963

Note: Refer to Appendix D for detailed CalEEMod output sheets.

Per current SCAQMD methodology, the maximum annual GHG emissions for the construction
and operation of the Project are estimated to be 2,472.44 4,423.30 MTCO2e, which is well
below exceeds the City’s above SCAQMD’s Tier 3 Option 2 screening threshold for mixed-use
projects of 3,000 MTCO2e/year threshold, as well as but below the 10,000 MTCO2e/year
threshold for industrial projects. Therefore, Project impacts related to GHG emissions are less
than significant.
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Although Given the Project not exceeds the applicable Tier 3 threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e/year,
per SCAQMD methodology, Project net annual GHG emissions and does not need to must be
compared to the Tier 4 threshold. Since an updated 2035 target threshold of 3.0 MTCO2e/year
per service population for project level analyses was recently proposed, the Project was also
conservatively analyzed against this threshold (see Table 3.4-5).
Table 3.4-5.

Combined Annual GHG Emissions for the Project Compared to SCAQMD
Tier 4 Threshold

Annual GHG Emissions by Category

GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

Net Operational Emissions

1,455.02 3,393.74

Construction Emission (Amortized over 30
years)

1,027.42 1,029.56

Total Combined Emissions

2,472.22 4,423.30

Service Population (employees + residents)

3,507

Emissions per Service Populations
(MTCO2e/year)

0.7 1.26

GHG Emission Tier 4 Threshold

3.0

Above Threshold?

No

Notes: The service population for the Project was calculated by considering the estimated new employment and
residential population generated by buildout of the proposed Project. See Section 3.9, Population and
Housing.

As indicated in Table 3.4-5 above, the Project’s combined annual GHG emissions per service
population are 0.7 1.26 MTCO2e/year per service population and would not exceed the 2035 3.0
MTCO2e/year per service population threshold. Therefore, Project impacts related to GHG
emissions are less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required. 3
With the input of applicable mitigation measures into CalEEMod, the following reduction in GHG
emissions resulted (see Table 3.4-6).
Table 3.4-6.

Mitigated Net New GHG Emissions from Operation of the Project

Category

Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

Area
Energy

110
1,887

Revisions to this discussion have been made to provide clarification in the identification and classification of Project
impacts related to construction air pollutant emissions. As discussed in the description of Impact GHG-1, impacts of
the Project from the generation of construction and operational GHG emissions are below adopted thresholds of
significance, and mitigation is not required to reduce Project impacts to a less than significant level.
3
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Mobile

-5,586

Waste

-1,193

Water

14

Total

-4,768

Note: Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to Appendix D for detailed
CalEEMod output sheets.

Table 3.4-7.

Total Mitigated Net New GHG Emissions from Construction and Operation
of the Project

Category

Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

Construction (amortized)

963

Operation

-4,768

Total

-3,805

Note: Refer to Appendix D for detailed CalEEMod output sheets.

After mitigation, total mitigated GHG emissions of -3,805 MTCO2e/year are well under the
SCAQMD threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e/year. A negative value resulted due to the mitigation
measures applied to the Project, as well as CalEEMod’s assumption of the use of “cleaner”
vehicles in the buildout year of 2015 2035 compared to vehicles in the existing year of 2016.
Detailed CalEEMod assumptions and results can be found in Appendix D.
With the implementation of mitigation measures detailed below, impacts to the environment
from direct and indirect GHG emissions would be less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measures
MM AQ-1a through AQ-1e shall apply.
MM GHG-1. The Project shall include, but not be limited to, the following measures. These
measures shall be incorporated into the Project design and plans to ensure consistency with
adopted statewide plans and programs. The Applicant shall demonstrate the incorporation of
Project design features prior to the issuance of building permits and acceptance of the
Development Plan by the City.
Transportation
•

To the greatest extent feasible, ensure new development within the Project area
implements City programs to reduce GHG emissions, including requiring preparation of
transportation demand management (TDM) plans for new development, which provide
incentives to employees to carpool/vanpool, use public transportation, telecommute,
walk, bike, as well as other approaches to reduce vehicle trips. Further, priority parking
shall be assigned for car- and van-pooling employees, as supported by the City’s TDM
program requirements.

•

Provide pedestrian connections to the offsite circulation network.

•

Provide amenities for non-motorized transportation (i.e., secure bicycle storage,
changing rooms, and showers).,
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•

Limit idling time for commercial vehicles, including delivery and construction vehicles.

Energy Efficiency
•

Design buildings to be energy efficient, 25 percent above Title 24 requirements.

•

Install light colored “cool” roofs and cool pavements, and strategically placed shade
trees.

•

Install high efficiency lighting (25 percent reduction in lighting energy), and energy
efficient heating and cooling systems.

•

Reduce unnecessary outdoor lighting.

Area Efficiency
•

Install natural gas hearths.

•

Use low VOC cleaning supplies.

•

Use zero VOC paint for architectural coatings.

Water Conservation and Efficiency
•

Install water-efficient irrigation systems.

•

Utilize reclaimed and grey water for both indoor and outdoor uses.

•

Comply with Municipal Code Section 21.20.050, Landscape Standards.

•

Install water-efficient fixtures (e.g. faucets, toilets, showers).

Solid Waste
•

Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not limited to: soil,
vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard).

•

Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and adequate recycling
containers located in public areas.

•

Institute recycling and composting services to reduce 75 percent of waste.

Residual Impact
After the implementation of mitigation measures above, residual impacts would be less than
significant.
Impact GHG-2 Description
GHG-2

The Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of
an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs (Less
than Significant).

The City does not currently have an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Also, with the implementation of the mitigation
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measures described above, the Project would include design features to reduce energy and
water consumption, reduce vehicle trips, and reduce area emissions. The Project would not
hinder the state’s GHG reduction goals established by AB 32 and SB 375 and as provided
above, the Project would result in GHG emissions that are below adopted regional 2035 GHG
reduction goals. Transportation‐related GHG emissions are the largest sector of emissions from
the Project. Regional plans, such as the 2016-2040 SCAG RTP/SCS, focus on an integrated
land use and transportation strategy to reduce GHG emissions. The purpose of the SCAG
RTP/SCS is to achieve the regional per capita GHG reduction targets for the passenger vehicle
and light‐duty truck sector established by CARB pursuant to SB 375. The Project’s diverse mix
of uses would help promote a reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and GHG emissions.
Consistent with SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS alignment of transportation, land use, and
housing strategies, the Project site is an infill location and would provide residential and
commercial uses in walking distance to proposed recreational uses, entertainment, and
commercial retail, which would result in reduced VMT, as compared to a project of similar size
and land uses at a more suburban location. Additional discussion of Project consistency with the
goals and policies of SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS is provided in Section 3.7, Land Use and
Planning Policies (see Table 3.7-1).
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation pertaining
to GHGs, and the impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
3.4.4.1

Cumulative Impacts

Analysis of GHG emissions is cumulative in nature because impacts are caused by cumulative
global emissions. Additionally, climate change impacts related to GHG emissions do not
necessarily occur in the same area as the Project is located. Therefore, the preceding analysis is
inherently related to cumulative impacts of GHG emissions, and in this analysis the Project is
found to have a less than significant with mitigation impact.
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3.5

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

This section describes the existing setting of the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
(FVCSP) Project (Project) area as it relates to hazards and hazardous materials, and analyzes
the potential impacts that could result from implementation of the Project. Primary issues
pertaining to hazardous materials include the transport, storage, use, and disposal of hazardous
materials and waste and the release of hazardous materials during construction. Hazards may
also include exposure to safety hazards associated with aircraft operations at nearby airports.
The analysis of hazards and hazardous materials in this section are based on information
gathered from hazardous release databases maintained by the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and information
provided by the City of Fountain Valley (City) and the Fountain Valley Fire Department (FVFD)
(acting as the Project area Participating Agency [PA] of the Certified Unified Program Agency
[CUPA]). The Environmental Health Division of the Orange County Health Care Agency
(OCHCA) is designated as the CUPA for Orange County (County).
This section of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR has been revised to include clarification and
expanded analysis in Impact HAZ-4 and cumulative Project impacts to address public
comments and concerns that were raised following release of the pre-recirculation Final EIR.

3.5.1

Environmental Setting

The Project area is within the County on the southeastern side of the City. The Project area is
bisected diagonally by Interstate 405 (I-405), and bordered to the east by the Santa Ana River.
Land uses surrounding the Project area include fully developed urban uses such as residential,
commercial, and manufacturing. The nearest schools are Robert Gisler Public Elementary
School and James H. Cox Public Elementary School located 0.3 mile southwest and 0.35 mile
north of the Project area, respectively. The nearest airport is the John Wayne Airport, located
approximately 3.7 miles southeast of the Project area.
3.5.1.1

Hazardous Materials and Waste Background

Under Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), the term hazardous substance
refers to both hazardous materials and hazardous wastes that are classified according to four
properties: toxicity, ignitability, corrosiveness, and reactivity (CCR Title 22, Chapter 11, Article
3). A hazardous material is defined as a substance or combination of substances that may
cause or significantly contribute to an increase in serious, irreversible, or incapacitating illness
or may pose a substantial presence or potential hazard to human health or the environment
when improperly treated, stored, transported, or disposed of, or otherwise managed. Products
as diverse as gasoline, paint solvents, film solvents, household cleaning products, refrigerants,
and radioactive substances are categorized as hazardous materials.
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Hazardous wastes are hazardous substances that no longer have practical use, such as
materials that have been discarded, discharged, spilled, or contaminated or are being stored
until they can be disposed of properly (CCR Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 2, Section 66261.10).
Soil that is excavated from a site containing hazardous materials is a hazardous waste if it
exceeds specific CCR Title 22 criteria. While hazardous substances are regulated by multiple
agencies, as described in Section 3.5.2, Regulatory Framework, cleanup requirements of
hazardous wastes are determined on a case-by-case basis according to the agency with lead
jurisdiction over the Project. The handling, transportation, and disposal of such materials and
wastes are of concern in all communities. Improper handling of hazardous materials or wastes
may result in significant effects to human health and the environment.
Hazards or the potential presence of hazardous materials can arise from the materials used in
construction of existing buildings, from past uses of those structures, or from current operations.
Current uses of the Project area have varying degrees of contamination risk. The existing
Project area is developed as independent, commercial manufacturing sites. The risk of
contamination for each site is dependent on previous and existing activities on the specific site,
though large releases may have the potential to affect neighboring sites as well. Potential
hazardous materials typically used in commercial manufacturing operations include motor oil,
hydraulic oil, antifreeze, lubricants, compressed welding gases, paint, and paint thinner. These
sources of hazardous materials, if encountered during construction by workers or the general
public, can cause exposures that may result in adverse environmental and health effects.
Past industrial or commercial activities on a site could have resulted in spills or leaks of
hazardous materials to the ground, resulting in soil and/or groundwater contamination.
Hazardous materials may also be present in building materials and released during building
demolition activities. If improperly handled, hazardous materials and wastes can cause public
health hazards when released to the soil, groundwater, or air. The four basic exposure
pathways through which an individual can be exposed to a chemical agent include inhalation,
ingestion, bodily contact, and injection. Exposure can come as a result of an accidental release
during transportation, storage, or handling of hazardous materials. Disturbance of subsurface
soil during construction can also lead to exposure of workers or the public from stockpiling,
handling, or transportation of soils contaminated by hazardous materials or waste from previous
spills or leaks.
3.5.1.2

Potential Hazardous Building Materials

Existing buildings within the Project area were built primarily in the 1970s, though the oldest was
originally built in 1965 and the newest was originally built in 1981. Based on the ages of these
buildings, there is a potential for building materials to contain asbestos or lead-based paint
(LBP). A potential release of hazardous materials could occur when asbestos-containing
material (ACM) or LBP are disturbed during renovation or demolition activities. This disturbance
could be harmful to human health. Typical hazardous materials of concern for existing older
structures in the Project area include:
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•

Asbestos is a mineral fiber that is carcinogenic and harmful to respiratory health.
Because of its fiber strength and heat resistance, it was widely used in a variety of
building construction materials for insulation and as a fire-retardant, as well as in friction
and heat-resistant products. Use of asbestos in the manufacturing of these products was
common throughout California; however, it has been banned since 1977. Older buildings
constructed prior to 1978 could contain ACM. Asbestos can be released when ACMs are
disturbed by cutting, sanding, drilling, or other remodeling activities. Improper attempts
to remove these materials can release asbestos fibers into the air, increasing asbestos
levels and affecting indoor air quality.

•

Lead is a recognized harmful environmental pollutant that can pose a hazard when
exposed through air, drinking water, food, contaminated soil, deteriorating paint, and
dust. Lead was widely used in paint, gasoline, water pipes, and many other products
prior to documentation of its health hazards. In 1978, California banned the use of LBP.
Older buildings constructed prior to 1978 could contain LBP. If LBP is improperly
removed from surfaces by dry scraping or sanding, LBP can be absorbed into the body
and could pose a potential public health risk.

•

Mold can impair indoor air quality. The presence of visible water damage, damp
materials, visible mold, or mold odor in buildings increases the potential risks of
respiratory disease for occupants. According to the California Department of Public
Health, known health risks include the development of asthma, allergies, and respiratory
infections, the triggering of asthma attacks, and increased wheezing, coughing, difficulty
breathing, and other symptoms (California Department of Public Health 2011).

•

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) are synthetic chemicals that were manufactured for
use in various industrial and commercial applications - including oil in electrical and
hydraulic equipment, and plasticizers in paints, plastics and rubber products - because
of their non-flammability, chemical stability, high boiling point, and electrical insulation
properties. When released into the environment, PCBs persist for many years and
bioaccumulate in organisms. The USEPA has classified PCBs as probable human
carcinogens. In 1979, the USEPA banned the use of PCBs in most new electrical
equipment and began a program to phase out certain existing PCB‐containing
equipment.

•

Radon is a naturally-occurring odorless, tasteless, and invisible gas produced from the
decay of uranium in soil and water (USEPA 2016a). Structures placed on native soils
with elevated levels of radon can be impacted by the intrusion of radon gas into
breathing spaces of the overlying structures, which can cause lung cancer. Orange
County is listed as a Zone 3 County with a predicted average indoor radon screening
level of less than 2 picocuries per liter (pCi/L). This is considered a low level by the
USEPA. The USEPA recommends remedial action for areas with levels above 4 pCi/L
(USEPA 2016b). The City is designated to be in a low potential zone with levels between
0 and 2 pCi/L (USEPA 2016c).
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3.5.1.3

Soil and Groundwater Contamination

The Project area has supported a range of industrial land uses since its development during the
1960s and 1970s, including existing or historic commercial businesses, such as various clothing
outlets, furniture and hardware stores, auto body shops, industrial manufacturing sites, music
stores, restaurants and eateries, etc. The majority of the properties have been developed to
Light Manufacturing zoning standards. These types of uses have potential to create hazards or
exposure to hazardous materials through handling, transporting, storage, and disposal of
hazardous materials in the Project area. In some cases, past uses or spills have caused
contamination of soil, groundwater, or structures. National and state databases (e.g.,
Geotracker, EnviroStor, Toxmap and Toxic Release Inventory [TRI]) that detail contamination at
known hazardous sites were reviewed for contamination sites within the Project area. Multiple
sites within the Project area were listed in databases identifying potential or known toxic
releases or hazardous material cleanup sites. These include two inactive cleanup sites
operating under tiered permits; one non-operating, historically permitted site; four completed
cleanup Leaking Underground Fuel Tank (LUFT) sites, one completed non-LUFT cleanup
program site, and two TRI Form A Reporting facilities (DTSC 2016). Table 3.5-1 summarizes
the address, contaminant, and status for the sites within the Project area.
Sites identified as active indicate that an investigation and/or remediation is currently in
progress and that DTSC is actively involved, either in a lead or support capacity. A site identified
as inactive and needing evaluation indicates it is a non-active site where DTSC has determined
a Preliminary Endangerment Assessment or other evaluation is required. A non-operating
permitted site is a facility that has received a hazardous waste facility permit, but has no
hazardous waste management operating units at this time. Cleanup sites identified as Complete
indicate that DTSC was involved in the cleanup of a release, but that all actions are complete
and no further cleanup is required.
Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) sites are managed by the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB), under the LUST Cleanup Program. Under this program, SWRCB staff,
in coordination with designated local regulatory agencies, oversee investigation and cleanup of
soil and groundwater contamination at sites with LUSTs. The program includes a LUST Fund,
created in 1989 and administered by the SWRCB, to help with costs of cleanup for qualified
projects (SWRCB 2016b).
The TRI is a database used to track information on the release of specific chemicals through
disposal, recycling, energy recovery, treatment, or other release. Reporting Form A is required
for any facility that meets employee number qualifications, are within certain industry categories,
and manufactures, processes or otherwise uses any chemicals found on the Emergency
Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) Section 313 list. Reporting indicates
presence of a Section 313 chemical, but does not necessarily indicate the release through spill
or discharge (USEPA 2014).
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Table 3.5-1.

Permitted and Cleanup Site Listings in the Project Area

Address
18435 Bandilier
Cir.
11200 Condor

18250 Euclid St.
10865 Kalama
River
10870 Kalama
River

18203 Mt. Baldy
18340 Mt. Baldy
18101 Mt.
Washington
18240 Ward St.
18330 Ward St.

Site Type

Chemical

CAD094718590

Historically Permitted
Hazardous Waste Facility
LUFT Cleanup Site

RCRA regulated
hazardous waste
Other solvent or nonpetroleum hydrocarbon

Non-operating; historically permitted
(Protective Filer)
Cleanup completed – case closed

Cleanup Program Site

Other chlorinated
hydrocarbons, other
inorganic/salt
Styrene

Cleanup completed – case closed

2011

Emissions release; no cleanup
required
Cleanup completed – case closed

2000

Cleanup completed – case closed
Emissions release; no cleanup
required
Site closure certification finalized

1998
1990

Cleanup completed – case closed
No further action required

2005
2015

CAL000212803
(Active 2002)
CAC001042648
(Inactive 2000)
CAL000013693
(Inactive 1997)
CAR000056002
CAD983652025
(Inactive 2002)
CAL000289014
(Active 2004)
CAL000145489
(Inactive 2002)
CAC000053021
(Inactive 2000)
CAL922234338
(Inactive 1996)
CAX000226159
(Inactive 1986)
--CAD041324237
CAD981368798
(Active)
CAX000075028
(Inactive 1995)
CA0001019926
CA0000883322

Source: (DTSC 2016; SWRCB 2016a).
Notes: LQG – Large Quantity Generator

USEPA TRI Form A
Reporting
LUFT Cleanup Site

Gasoline

LUFT Cleanup Site
EPA TRI Form A
Reporting
LQG Tiered Permit

Gasoline
1,1,1,-Trichloroethane

LUFT Cleanup Site
SQG Tiered Permit

Diesel, gasoline
Electroplating, plating,
polishing, anodizing,
and coloring

RCRA regulated
hazardous waste

SQG – Small Quantity Generator

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

Cleanup/Compliance Status

Status
Date
2014

EPA/CA ID

1985

1987

2016

RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
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3.5.1.4

Airport Safety Hazards

The Project area lies 3.7 miles northwest from John Wayne Airport. To address potential land
use conflicts and hazards associated with the operations of aircraft near civilian populations, the
Orange County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) developed the Airport Environs Land Use
Plan (AELUP) for John Wayne Airport. The CLUP is also intended to ensure that new
surrounding new land uses do not affect John Wayne Airport’s continued operation. According
to the AELUP, the Project area remains just outside of the Airport’s Influence Area and is not
subject to any development restrictions from the AELUP (Orange County Airport Land Use
Commission (ALUC) 2008).

3.5.2

Regulatory Setting

A number of federal, state, and local laws and regulations have been enacted to ensure the safe
handling and use of hazardous materials, as well as to manage and remediate sites
contaminated by hazardous substances.
3.5.2.1

Federal

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
The USEPA’s laws and regulations ensure the safe production, handling, disposal and
transportation of hazardous materials. Specific regulations include those regarding asbestos,
brownfields, toxic substances, underground storage tanks, and Superfund sites, as discussed
below.
Clean Water Act (33 USC Section 1251 et seq.)
The Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes the basic structure for regulating discharges of
pollutants into the waters of the United States (U.S.) and regulating quality standards for surface
waters. Under the Act, the USEPA implements pollution control programs such as setting
wastewater standards for industry and water quality standards for all contaminants in surface
waters (USEPA 2015a).
The CWA made it unlawful to discharge any pollutant from a point source into navigable waters,
unless a permit was obtained. Industrial, municipal, and other facilities must obtain permits
through the USEPA’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
program if their discharges go directly to surface waters. In California, the USEPA has
authorized the state to administer the NPDES permit program.
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 USC Section 6901 et seq.)
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) gives the USEPA the authority to control
hazardous materials from “cradle to grave,” including the generation, transportation, treatment,
storage, and disposal of hazardous materials. The RCRA also sets forth a framework for the
management of nonhazardous solid wastes.
3.5-6
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The Federal Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments are the 1984 amendments to the RCRA
that focus on waste minimization and phasing out land disposal of hazardous waste as well as
corrective action for releases. Some of the other mandates of this law include increased
enforcement authority for the USEPA, more stringent hazardous waste management standards,
and a comprehensive underground storage tank program (USEPA 2015b).
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (42 USC
Section 9601 et seq.)
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
provides a federal “superfund” to clean uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites as
well as accidents, spills, and other emergency releases of pollutants and contaminants into the
environment. Through CERCLA, the USEPA identifies parties responsible for any release and
ensures their participation in the cleanup.
The USEPA is authorized to implement CERCLA in all 50 states and in US territories, though
Superfund site identification, monitoring, and response activities are coordinated through the
state environmental protection or waste management agencies. The Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 reauthorized CERCLA to continue cleanup activities around
the country and included several site-specific amendments, definition clarifications, and
technical requirements (USEPA 2015c).
Occupational and Safety Health Act (29 USC Section 651 et seq.)
The Occupational and Safety Health Act is intended to ensure worker and workplace safety by
requiring that employers provide their workers a place of employment free from recognized
hazards to safety and health, such as exposure to toxic chemicals, excessive noise levels,
mechanical dangers, heat or cold stress, or unsanitary conditions. The Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA) is a division of the U.S. Department of Labor that oversees the
administration of the Act and enforces standards in all 50 states.
Toxic Substances Control Act (15 USC Section 2601 et seq.)
The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) provides the USEPA with authority to require
reporting, record-keeping and testing requirements, and restrictions relating to chemical
substances and/or mixtures. The TSCA addresses the production, importation, use, and
disposal of specific chemicals, including PCBs, asbestos, radon, and LBP (USEPA 2015d).
Various sections of the TSCA provide authority to:
•
•
•

Require, under Section 5, pre-manufacture notification for “new chemical substances”
before manufacture.
Require, under Section 4, testing of chemicals by manufacturers, importers, and
processors where risks or exposures of concern are found.
Issue Significant New Use Rules, under Section 5, when it identifies a “significant new
use” that could result in exposures to, or releases of, a substance of concern.
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•

•
•
•

Maintain the TSCA Inventory, under Section 8, which contains more than 83,000
chemicals. As new chemicals are commercially manufactured or imported, they are
placed on the list.
Require those importing or exporting chemicals, under Sections 12(b) and 13, to comply
with certification reporting and/or other requirements.
Require, under Section 8, reporting and recordkeeping by persons who manufacture,
import, process, and/or distribute chemical substances in commerce.
Require, under Section 8(e), that any person who manufactures (including imports),
processes, or distributes in commerce a chemical substance or mixture and who obtains
information which reasonably supports the conclusion that such substance or mixture
presents a substantial risk of injury to health or the environment to immediately inform
the USEPA, except where the USEPA has been adequately informed of such
information.

U.S. Department of Transportation – Federal Hazardous Materials Transportation Law
and Hazardous Materials Regulations (49 USC Section 5101 et seq.)
The federal hazardous materials transportation law is the basic statute regulating hazardous
materials transportation in the U.S. Section 5101 of the federal hazardous materials law states
that the purpose of the law is to protect against the risks to life, property, and the environment
that are inherent in the transportation of hazardous material in intrastate, interstate, and foreign
commerce.
The Hazardous Materials Regulations are administered by the Pipeline and Hazardous Material
Safety Administration (PHMSA) and implement the federal hazardous materials law. The
Hazardous Materials Regulations govern the transportation of hazardous materials via highway,
rail, vessel, and air by addressing hazardous materials classification, packaging, hazard
communication, emergency response information, and training. They also issue procedural
regulations, including provisions on registration and public sector training and planning grants
(49 CFR Parts 105, 106, 107, and 110). The PHMSA issues the Hazardous Materials
Regulations (U.S. Department of Transportation 2012).
The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) issues regulations concerning
highway routing of hazardous materials, hazardous materials endorsements for a commercial
driver’s license, highway hazardous material safety permits, and financial responsibility
requirements for motor carriers of hazardous materials.
Clean Air Act (42 USC Section 7401 et seq.)
Administered by the USEPA, the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) regulates hazardous air pollutants
from stationary and mobile sources via National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
Section 112 of the CAA requires issuance of technology-based standards for major sources and
certain area sources.
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Major sources are defined as a stationary source or group of stationary sources that emit or
have the potential to emit 10 tons per year or more of a hazardous air pollutant or 25 tons per
year or more of a combination of hazardous air pollutants. An area source is any stationary
source that is not a major source. For major sources, Section 112 requires that the USEPA
establish emission standards which require the maximum degree of reduction in emissions of
hazardous air pollutants. These emission standards are commonly referred to as Maximum
Achievable Control Technology, or MACT standards (USEPA 2015e).
3.5.2.2

State

California Environmental Protection Agency
The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) regulates hazardous materials in the
state and is authorized by the USEPA to enforce and implement federal hazardous materials
laws and regulations. The DTSC, a department of the CalEPA, protects from exposures to
hazardous waste primarily under the authority of RCRA and the California Health and Safety
Code. DTSC programs include dealing with aftermath cleanups of improper hazardous waste
management, evaluation of samples taken from sites, enforcement of regulations regarding use,
storage and disposal of hazardous materials, and encouragement of pollution prevention.
Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program
(Unified Program)
The Unified Program consolidates, coordinates, and makes consistent the administrative
requirements, permits, inspections, and enforcement activities of the following six environmental
and emergency response programs (CalEPA 2015):
•
•
•
•
•
•

The Hazardous Waste Generator (HWG) program and Hazardous Waste Onsite
Treatment activities
The Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act (APSA) program
The Underground Storage Tank (UST) program
The Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory (HMRRP) program
California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) program
The Hazardous Materials Management Plans and the Hazardous Materials Inventory
Statement (HMMP/HMIS) requirements

The Secretary of CalEPA is directly responsible for coordinating the administration of the Unified
Program. The Unified Program requires all counties to apply to the CalEPA Secretary for the
certification of a local unified program agency. Qualified cities are also permitted to apply for
certification.
The state agencies responsible for these programs set the standards, while local governments
implement the standards. CalEPA oversees implementation of the Unified Program as a whole,
and the local CUPA is required to consolidate, coordinate, and make consistent the
administrative requirements, permits, fee structures, and inspection and enforcement activities
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for these six program elements. Most CUPAs have been established as a function of a local
environmental health or fire department. The FVFD is the City PA of the CUPA.
Occupational Safety
The California Department of Industrial Relations Division of Occupational Safety and Health
(Cal/OSHA) assumes primary responsibility for developing and enforcing workplace safety
regulations in California. Because California has a federally approved OSHA program, it is
required to adopt regulations that are at least as stringent as those found in Title 29 of the Code
of Federal Regulations (CFR). Cal/OSHA regulations concerning the use of hazardous materials
in the workplace require employee safety training, safety equipment, accident and illness
prevention programs, hazardous substance exposure warnings, and emergency action and fire
prevention plan preparation. Cal/OSHA enforces hazard communication program regulations,
which contain training and information requirements, including procedures for identifying and
labeling hazardous substances, and communicating hazard information relating to hazardous
substances and their handling. The hazard communication program also requires that Material
Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) be available to employees, and that employee information and
training programs be documented. These regulations also require preparation of emergency
action plans (escape and evacuation procedures, rescue and medical duties, alarm systems,
and training in emergency evacuation).
Utility Notification Requirements
Title 8, Section 1541 of the CCR requires excavators to determine the approximate locations of
subsurface installations such as sewer, telephone, fuel, electric, and water lines (or any other
subsurface installations that may reasonably be encountered during excavation work) prior to
opening an excavation. The California Government Code (Section 4216 et seq.) requires
owners and operators of underground utilities to become members of and participate in a
regional notification center. According to Section 4216.1, operators of subsurface installations
who are members of, participate in, and share in the costs of a regional notification center are in
compliance with this section of the code. Underground Services Alert of Southern California
(known as DigAlert) receives planned excavation reports from public and private excavators and
transmits those reports to all participating members that may have underground facilities at the
location of excavation. Members will mark or stake their facilities, provide information, or give
clearance to dig.
3.5.2.3

Local

City of Fountain Valley Municipal Code
As authorized by CalEPA, counties and cities may assume authority and responsibility within its
boundaries for implementation of the Unified Program established by Health and Safety Code,
Division 20, Chapter 6.11, Section 25404, et seq. As previously mentioned, the OCHCA is the
regional CUPA, and the PA for the City is the FVFD. The CUPA implements the four state
environmental programs within the local agency's jurisdiction. In addition, FVFD maintains the
records regarding location and status of hazardous materials sites in the City and administers
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programs that regulate and enforce the transport, use, storage, manufacturing, and remediation
of hazardous materials.
The City also adopts and enforces the California Fire Code (CFC), including those sections
amended by the State of California and additional amendments set forth in Title 17.04 of the
Fountain Valley Municipal Code. The CFC is based on the International Fire Code (IFC), and
contains numerous requirements related to the safe storage and use of hazardous materials
both inside and outside of buildings.
City of Fountain Valley General Plan Public Safety Element
The Public Safety Element of the General Plan contains several policies regarding flooding, fire
hazards, and emergency management. The policies that are applicable to the Project and
hazardous materials are listed below:
Policy 6.5.1 Cooperate with federal and state hazardous waste management plans to
protect the health and welfare of the public, the environment and the economy of the
City of Fountain Valley through comprehensive programs that ensure safe and
responsible management of hazardous waste and materials.
Policy 6.5.2 Ensure the effective management and disposal of hazardous waste on a
citywide level.
Policy 6.5.3 Promote public participation and education in the implementation of the
programs identified in this Element and the County’s Hazardous Waste Management
Program.

3.5.3

Impact Assessment and Methodology

3.5.3.1

Thresholds for Determining Significance

This analysis evaluates the Project’s impacts from hazards and hazardous materials to human
health and the environment based on the standards identified in State CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G. The Project area does not contain and is not proximate to a private airstrip;
therefore, the CEQA threshold pertaining to the hazards from a private airstrip has been
determined to not result in an impact as described through the initial study process. The CEQA
threshold pertaining to risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires was determined to
have no impact as described through the initial study process. The following thresholds of
significance are based on Appendix G of the 2016 CEQA Guidelines. For purposes of this EIR,
implementation of the Project may have a significant adverse impact from hazards or hazardous
materials if it would do any of the following:
1) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
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2) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment.
3) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school.
4) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant of Government Code Section 65962.5, and as a result, it would create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment.
5) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, the project would result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area.
6) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan.
3.5.3.2

Methodology

The impact analysis examines proposed goals and policies within the Project area to determine
whether implementation of the Project would result in significant hazards and hazardous
material impacts. The analysis further identifies and describes how the proposed goals and
policies, in addition to existing regulations and standards (e.g. General Plan Public Safety
Element), provide enforceable requirements and/or performance standards that avoid or
minimize significant impacts.

3.5.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact HAZ-1 Description
HAZ-1

Demolition and construction activities associated with the Project could create
hazards to the public and environment through the release of hazardous
building materials and hazardous materials or waste within the existing
buildings onsite (Less than Significant with Mitigation).

The majority of existing buildings in the Project area were constructed in the 1960s and 1970s.
Based on their age, these structures may have been constructed with hazardous building
materials such as LBP and ACM. In addition, fluorescent light tubes containing mercury vapors,
fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs, and PCB-containing electrical equipment may be
present in the buildings. Implementation of the Project would involve demolition and/or
redevelopment of up to 958,122 sf of existing buildings and possible excavation of related
subsurface improvements, which could result in the accidental release of hazardous materials.
Construction workers and the public could be exposed to lead and asbestos that are present
within structures to be demolished.
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If asbestos is present, there is a potential for release of airborne asbestos fibers when ACM is
disturbed, unless proper asbestos abatement precautions are taken. Such a release could
expose construction workers, occupants of facilities within the Project area, and adjacent
residents to airborne asbestos fibers. Similarly, if LBP is present and has delaminated or
chipped from the surfaces on the building materials, there is a potential for the release of
airborne lead particles, unless proper lead abatement procedures are followed. Any renovation
or demolition would be required by law to follow South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) and Cal/OSHA regulations regarding abatement of ACM and the Cal/OSHA Lead in
Construction Standard for the abatement of LBP. If PCBs are present in the buildings to be
demolished, leakage could expose workers to unacceptable levels of PCBs (greater than 5
parts per million, based on Title 22, California Code of Regulations). Together, these regulations
require sampling, safe work practices, and appropriate disposal that would protect workers from
harmful exposures to these substances during construction activities and prevent contamination
of surrounding soil or water. This impact would be less than significant with compliance with
existing laws and regulations; therefore, potential adverse effects related to the release of
hazardous building materials would be less than significant.
Existing businesses within the Project area may use hazardous materials such as solvents,
chemicals or other hazardous materials to support normal business operations. In the absence
of proper precautions, demolition of these existing buildings or excavation of subsurface
improvements could disturb hazardous materials or waste currently stored and used in the
buildings which could expose workers and occupants of the Project area to hazardous materials
or waste or result in an accidental release to the environment. This would be a significant
impact. Prior to demolition, however, hazardous materials or waste stored at these locations
would be removed and the hazardous materials and waste facilities in these buildings would be
closed in accordance with applicable laws and regulations designed to address hazardous
materials or waste and protect human health and the environment. Compliance with these
regulatory requirements, including preparation of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
(Phase I ESA) and/or additional technical investigations if required by local or state agencies
would ensure that impacts related to exposure to hazardous materials or waste stored or used
in the existing buildings would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation
measure MM HAZ-1, which requires the preparation of a Phase I ESA prior to demolition.
Mitigation Measures
MM HAZ-1
Phase I ESA. Prior to demolition of a building or structure and/or excavation of
subsurface improvements, project applicants of site specific development projects in the Project
area shall prepare a Phase I ESA. Consistent with local, state and federal regulations, the
Phase I ESA shall be subject to City review and address the following:
ACM, LBP, and PCBs. Prior to the issuance of any demolition or excavation permit, the
Applicant shall conduct a comprehensive survey of ACM, LBP, and PCBs. If such
hazardous materials are found to be present, the Applicant shall follow all applicable
local, state, and federal codes and regulations, as well as applicable best management
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practices, related to the treatment, handling, and disposal of ACM, LBP, and PCBs to
ensure public safety.
Potential Onsite Hazardous Materials or Conditions. A visual survey and
reconnaissance-level investigation of the existing site shall be conducted to determine if
there are any structures or features within or near the buildings that are used to store,
contain, or dispose of hazardous materials or waste. For any development within the
Project area that has not been subject to a Phase I ESA or successful remediation
efforts in the past, a Phase I ESA shall be performed to determine the likelihood of
contaminants in areas beyond what has already been assessed in accordance with
USEPA ASTM Practice E 1527-05 as may be amended. If the Phase I ESA finds that
contaminated soil or other hazardous materials or waste are suspected to be present
within the area, the Applicant shall follow all applicable local, state and federal codes
and regulations, as well as applicable best management practices, related to the
treatment, handling, and disposal of each hazardous material or waste.
Residual Impact
Implementation of the recommended mitigation measure and compliance with federal, state,
and local regulations related to the transport, use, storage, and cleanup of hazardous materials
or waste would reduce the risk of hazardous materials and waste impacts to less than
significant. Additionally, with implementation of the mitigation measure, land use changes
anticipated to occur under the Project would facilitate the safe removal of potentially hazardous
building materials and the cleanup of contaminated properties, thus reducing the level of risk on
a particular site and within the Project area as a whole, compared to existing conditions.
Impact HAZ-2 Description
HAZ-2

Operations associated with the Project would increase the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or waste (Less than
Significant).

The Project area would be redeveloped with approximately 213,070 sf of warehouse
commercial building space, 147,000 sf of niche retail (and some mixed-use) building space,
786,503 sf of office building space, and 491 residential units over three of the distinct blocks to
satisfy community interest in a balance between existing uses with business development
needs in the area. The Project may intensify the range of high-tech and office uses. The new
uses introduced to the Project area could involve the use of hazardous materials or the
generation of hazardous waste. If accidentally released during storage, use, or transport, these
materials and wastes could cause human health effects to occupants of the Project area, as
well as surrounding populations, and could cause adverse environmental effects if released into
the environment.
The increased space available for use would increase under the Project, which could result in
increased use of hazardous materials and the generation of hazardous waste. However, all new
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businesses would be required to comply with federal, state and local requirements for the
proper storage and handling of hazardous materials and wastes as well as the requirements for
regulated materials that could produce toxic gases which incorporate state and federal
requirements. Permitted facilities would also be required to follow requirements for reporting and
cleanup of a release of hazardous materials or waste which would ensure that any substantial
release is appropriately contained and cleaned up. Compliance with all regulations and
requirements would ensure that hazardous materials or waste are stored and handled safely,
and that if a release did occur it would be appropriately reported and cleaned up in compliance
with applicable regulatory standards.
As a result of potential for additional hazardous materials and waste to be generated within the
Project area, the associated risk associated with transporting such materials would also
increase. The transportation of hazardous materials would be subject to the requirements of
federal, state, and local regulations. This regulatory framework provides specific guidance and
measures for the proper handling and transporting of hazardous materials and waste. The
measures include safety training and methodologies for conducting such activities. With
compliance of the guidelines and requirements of the established regulatory framework, the
potential for exposing the public to the release of hazardous materials and waste into the
environment would be significantly reduced. Therefore, operational impacts related to the use,
storage, and transportation of hazardous materials and waste would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact HAZ-3 Description
HAZ-3

The Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an
existing or proposed school (Less than Significant).

There are no existing or proposed schools within the Project area. The nearest schools are
Robert Gisler Public Elementary School and James H. Cox Public School located 0.3 mile
southwest and 0.35 mile north of the Project area, respectively. As there are no existing or
proposed schools within 0.25 mile of the Project area, impacts from emissions or handling of
hazardous materials would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
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Impact HAZ-4 Description
HAZ-4

Land use changes anticipated under the proposed FVCSP could be located on
a property that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and as a result, it would create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment (Less than Significant with
Mitigation).

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, the EnviroStor database (previously referred to
as the “Cortese” list) was reviewed and it was determined that the Project area contains listed
sites; however, none of these sites are considered a site of concern (DTSC 2016). All sites
shown within the Project area are either cleanup sites under a tiered permit, non-operating
permitted sites, or underground fuel tanks undergoing cleanup. Nonetheless, land use changes
could potentially occur on hazardous materials sites in the Project area and could result in
potential hazards risk to the environment and public health, resulting in a potentially significant
impact.
Under the Project, individual development projects engaging in activities involving the handling
of hazardous substances or waste would be required to receive all necessary permits and
authorization by appropriate governing agencies, such as the State Water Resources Control
Board, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Occupational Safety and Health Administration,
etc. Additionally, the Orange County Health Care Agency would review all activities in and
around sites already regulated by the DTSC and the USEPA. Therefore, Ccompliance with the
regulatory codes existing permits and permit requirements by individual development projects
within the proposed Project, the potential for the Project to result in substantial adverse impacts
related to redevelopment of an existing known hazardous waste site would be low. Further, with
implementation of and mitigation measure MM HAZ-1 requiring individual development projects
occurring under the FVCSP to prepare a Phase 1 ESA prior to commencement of demolition or
excavation, would ensure that impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed Project
existing sites would be less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measures
MM HAZ-1 shall apply.
Residual Impact
With implementation of MM HAZ-1, requiring preparation of a Phase I ESA to identify potentially
hazardous material or conditions and appropriate remediation processes, residual impacts of
the Project with regard to construction or redevelopment of sites with both known and unknown
history of hazardous activities or contamination would be reduced to a less than significant level.
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Impact HAZ-5 Description
HAZ-5

Implementation of the Project would not expose additional workers and visitors
to aircraft-related safety hazards by locating additional development within an
airport land use plan or 2 miles of a public airport (Less than Significant).

While the Project area lies 3.7 miles northwest from John Wayne Airport, it remains just outside
of the Airport’s Influence Area. Therefore, the Project area is not considered to be subject to
substantial hazards from airport operations at John Wayne Airport, and is not subject to any
development restrictions from the Airport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP). Therefore, this
impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact HAZ-6 Description
HAZ-6

The Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan (Less than
Significant).

The Project would guide future development within approximately 155 acres of light
industrial/commercial uses and is anticipated to intensify the range of high-tech and office uses
in the Project area, adding additional buildings, infrastructure, and industrial activities to the
area. This growth would increase demand for emergency response capabilities in the immediate
vicinity. However, this intensification would be consistent with general development in the region
and would not result in a substantial increase in emergency response requirements beyond the
capacity of existing services as discussed in Section 3.10. Public Services. Further, the Project
would be built in compliance with the City of Fountain Valley General Plan Public Safety
Element and the 2004 Huntington Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation Plan including all
applicable building, fire, and emergency response plans. Individual development projects would
require approval of the City and payment of fees to support any required increases and services
that would potentially occur. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
3.5.4.1

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative land use changes within the Project area would have the potential to expose future
area residents, employees, and visitors to chemical hazards through redevelopment of sites and
structures that may be contaminated from either historic or ongoing uses. The severity of potential
hazards for individual projects would depend upon the location, type, and size of development and
the specific hazards associated with individual sites. Therefore, specific projects proposed in the
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City would be required to undergo individual environmental review, including review of potential
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials that are applicable to that particular
development site and proposed use. As required under MM HAZ-1, after preparation of a Phase I
ESA, if lead and asbestos are found to be present in buildings planned for demolition or
renovation, these conditions would require appropriate mitigation to include implementation of
standard regulatory conditions and remedial action of contaminated sites. All Phase I ESAs,
mitigation measures, and remedial actions proposed to address hazardous buildings materials
shall comply with all applicable local, state and federal codes and regulations, as well as
applicable best management practices, related to the treatment, handling, and disposal of each
hazardous material. Further, because restrictions on development or remediation requirements
would be applied in the event that hazardous materials or waste posed a risk to safety, it is
anticipated that cumulative impacts from exposure to hazards or hazardous materials or waste
would be less than significant. Additionally, land use changes anticipated to occur under the
Project would facilitate the safe removal of potentially hazardous building materials and the
cleanup of contaminated properties, thus reducing the level of risk on a particular site in the
nearby vicinity and within the Project area as a whole, compared to existing conditions.
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3.6

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) describes existing hydrology and water
quality resources, and analyzes potential impacts resulting from implementation of the Fountain
Valley Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP) Project (Project) on stormwater runoff, drainage, flood
risk, groundwater resources, and water quality. A range of water resource issues are addressed
in other EIR sections: water supply and demand projections are addressed in Section 3.12,
Utilities; geologic groundwater basins are addressed in Section 3.3, Geology and Soils; and
groundwater contamination is addressed in Section 3.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

3.6.1

Environmental Setting

Hydrology is a multidisciplinary subject that addresses the occurrence, circulation, and distribution
of Earth’s waters. Hydrologic resources within the Project area include surface water and
groundwater.
3.6.1.1

Regional Hydrologic Setting

The Project area is located within the Santa Ana River watershed. The Santa Ana River watershed
is the largest in Orange County (County), covering approximately 210.47 square miles. The Santa
Ana River begins almost 75 miles northeast in the San Bernardino Mountains, crossing through
San Bernardino County and central Orange County, where it is then channelized at the Prado
Dam before flowing through the heavily urbanized coastal Orange County and emptying into the
Pacific Ocean. The River serves as the main tributary to the watershed, with Santiago Creek
acting as the largest tributary to the River within Orange County.
3.6.1.2

Local Hydrologic Setting

The Project area is located within the East
Coastal Plain Hydrologic Subarea of the Lower
Santa Ana River Hydrologic Area (Santa Ana
Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB
2016]). Annual rainfall in the City of Fountain
Valley (City) averages 13.84 inches (City of
Fountain Valley 2016).
Surface Water Hydrology

Adjacent to and within the Project area, the Fountain

Stormwater and urban runoff from the Project Valley Channel conveys stormwater and urban
area drain through the Fountain Valley Channel, runoff from the Project area and surrounding areas
to the Talbert Channel, where it is then conveyed to
as well as storm drains or downspouts that
the Santa Ana River Salt Marsh.
connect to the City’s drainage network. The
Fountain Valley Channel runs adjacent to the northwest portion of the Project area and passes
through the western portion of the Project area. The 96-mile Santa Ana River runs adjacent to the
eastern edge of the Project area, flowing southwest toward the ocean. In the vicinity of the Project
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area, the Santa Ana River is channelized and contained within concrete embankments. The
Fountain Valley Channel is lined with riprap and some landscaping. The Fountain Valley Channel
ultimately drains into the Pacific Ocean at Huntington Beach.
Encompassing over 3,200 square miles, the Santa Ana River watershed is the largest watershed
in Southern California. Since 1989, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has significantly
reduced flood risks along the Santa Ana River by completing the construction of concrete-lined
levees and flood control channels along much of the River and its tributaries. With the newly
constructed levees, the Project area is no longer within the 100-year floodplain (Figure 3.6-1).
According to regional Flood Insurance Rate Maps for the Project area, the entire site is located
within “Zone X”, which is defined as “areas of 0.2 percent annual chance flood; areas of one
percent annual chance flood with average depths of less than one foot or with drainage areas
less than one square mile; and areas protected by levees from one percent annual chance flood”
(Federal Emergency Management Agency [FEMA] 2009). Most of the City is within the Prado
Dam Inundation Area, which is subject to inundation in the event of a failure of the Prado Dam
(City of Fountain Valley 1995).
Surface Water Quality
The reach of the Santa Ana River that begins upstream of the City and continues to the Pacific
Ocean (Reach 1) is a generally dry flood control facility and highly channelized (Figure 2-1). Much
of the water conveyed along the Santa Ana River recharges the Orange County Groundwater
Basin stream of Reach 1. The downstream end of the forebay/recharge area and the ordinary
limit of surface flows is at 17th Street in the City of Santa Ana (RWCQB 2016). The downstream
Santa Ana River Salt Marsh is designated as critical habitat for the Coastal California gnatcatcher
and the San Diego fairy shrimp (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service [USFWS] 2015).
Under the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) in 2006, the RWQCB began
actively monitoring surface waters of the Santa Ana Region and contracted the Stream Ecology
and Assessment Lab (SEAL) to undertake a five-year project that focused on assessing the biotic
integrity of streams in Region 8. Santa Ana Region 8 later joined the Stormwater Monitoring
Coalition (SMC), an interagency group of state and regional stormwater agencies within the
counties of Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino, Orange, Ventura, and San Diego. In
coordination with the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP), SMC
initiated a regional biological assessment program to characterize the health of the southern
California freshwater streams (RWQCB 2012).
The results of ambient surface water monitoring and listing by the RWQCB show that while Reach
1 of the Santa Ana River is not included on the 303(d) list of impaired water bodies, Reaches 2,
3, 4, and 6 are listed for indicator bacteria, cadmium, copper, lead, pathogens, and salinity/total
dissolved solids (TDS)/chlorides (State Water Resource Control Board [SWRCB] 2011).
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Groundwater Hydrology
Groundwater beneath the Project area underlies the lower Santa Ana River watershed and is
within the Orange County Groundwater Basin (Basin). During field exploration at the adjacent
Hyundai Motor America facility, groundwater was encountered at depths of 8 to 11 feet below
grade. Review of the Seismic Hazard Report of the Newport Beach Quadrangle indicated that the
historically high groundwater is approximately 5 feet below grade at the Project area. The
encountered groundwater conditions appear to be consistent with the historically high
groundwater conditions (City of Fountain Valley 2012).
The Orange County Water District (OCWD) is responsible for managing the Orange County
Groundwater Basin. To maintain groundwater quality, OCWD conducts an extensive monitoring
program that serves to manage the Basin’s groundwater production, control groundwater
contamination, and comply with all necessary laws and regulations. A network of nearly 700 wells
provides OCWD a source for samples, which are tested for a variety of purposes. The OCWD
collects 600 to 1,700 samples each month to monitor the quality of the Basin’s water. These
samples are collected and tested according to approved federal and state procedures as well as
industry-recognized quality assurance and control protocols (OCWD 2015).
Groundwater Quality
Samples collected throughout the Basin are used to monitor the impacts of basin extraction,
determine the effectiveness of the seawater intrusion barriers, assess the impacts of historic and
current land uses, and serve as a sentinel or early warning of emerging contaminants of concern.
The OCWD’s comprehensive water quality monitoring programs fall roughly into three categories:
(1) compliance with permits and drinking water regulations, (2) OCWD Board approved projects
for research and other purposes, and (3) basin management.
In accordance with the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), approximately one-third of the
City’s drinking water wells are sampled every year for general minerals, metals, and secondary
maximum contaminant level (MCL) constituents (color, odor, TDS, sodium, chloride, alkalinity,
etc.), while sampling for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrates is conducted every year.
Quarterly monitoring is required if VOCs are detected or if nitrate concentrations exceed 50
percent of the MCL. In addition, OCWD monitors wells routinely for selected chemicals on the
unregulated lists, chemicals with Notification Levels, or new chemicals of concern (OCWD 2015).
Groundwater quality is determined principally by the chemical nature of the sediments and rocks
in which the groundwater is contained. Groundwater is typically evaluated for its chemical
constituents to assess current conditions and beneficial uses, or to identify possible contamination
sources. Chemical constituent sources can be natural (e.g., contact with mineralized rock) or
human-related (e.g., pesticide or fertilizer contamination).
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3.6.2

Regulatory Setting

3.6.2.1

Federal Regulations

Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) (Section 404)
The Federal CWA and subsequent amendments, under the enforcement authority of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), was established “to restore and maintain the
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.” The Act established the basic
structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of the U.S. It gave the USEPA the
authority to implement pollution control programs such as setting wastewater standards for
industry. The CWA also set water quality standards for all contaminants in surface waters and
made it unlawful for any person to discharge any pollutant from a point source into navigable
waters, unless a permit was obtained under its provisions.
Clean Water Act Section 303(D) List of Impaired Water Bodies and Total Maximum Daily
Loads
In accordance with Section 303(d) of the CWA, states must present the USEPA with a list of
“impaired water bodies,” defined as those water bodies that do not meet water quality standards.
The CWA also requires the development of actions, known as total maximum daily loads
(TMDLs), to improve water quality of impaired water bodies. The TMDL process includes
development of a TMDL report with an implementation plan, and adopting and amending the
Basin Plan to legally establish the TMDL and to specify regulatory requirements for compliance.
As part of the Basin Plan Amendment, waste load allocations are specified for entities that have
permitted discharges.
Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Program
The NPDES Stormwater Program regulates stormwater discharges from three potential sources:
municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4), construction activities, and industrial activities.
As authorized by the CWA, the NPDES permit program controls water pollution by regulating
point sources that discharge pollutants into waters of the U.S. and MS4 facilities. To prevent
harmful pollutants from being washed or dumped into an MS4 facility, operators must obtain a
NPDES permit and develop a stormwater management program. The program regulates for
TMDL, which is the maximum amount of an impairing substance or stressor (e.g., pollutant) that
a water body can receive and assimilate, and still safely meet Water Quality Standards, defined
by the Federal CWA. Implementing programs to meet TMDLs defined under the NPDES
Stormwater Program is performed at the state level.
FEMA National Flood Insurance Program
The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) was created by Congress in 1968. It provided a
means for property owners to financially protect themselves from flood damage. The NFIP offers
flood insurance to homeowners, renters, and business owners if their community participates in
the program. Participating communities agree to adopt and enforce ordinances that meet or
3.6-4

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

3.6 Hydrology and Water Quality

exceed FEMA requirements to reduce the risk of flooding. The City of Fountain Valley is a
participating community and must adhere to the NFIP.
3.6.2.2

State Regulations

Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin (Basin Plan)
The RWQCB maintains the Basin Plan in accordance with federal and state law. The Basin Plan
establishes beneficial uses for surface and groundwater in the region, and sets forth the regulatory
water quality standards to protect those designated beneficial uses. Where multiple designated
beneficial uses exist, water quality standards must protect the most sensitive use. In cases where
the Basin Plan does not contain a water quality objective for a particular pollutant, other criteria
are used to establish a standard. Other criteria may be applied from SWRCB documents (e.g.,
the Inland Surface Waters Plan and the Pollutant Policy Document) or from water quality criteria
developed under Section 304(a) of the CWA. Permits issued to control pollution (i.e. wastedischarge requirements and NPDES permits) must implement Basin Plan requirements (i.e. water
quality standards), taking into consideration beneficial uses to be protected.
California Governor’s Drought Declarations
California Governor Brown on January 17, 2014 proclaimed a State of Emergency and directed
state officials to take all necessary actions to make water immediately available. On April 25,
2014, the Governor issued an executive order to speed up actions necessary to reduce harmful
effects of the drought, and he called on all Californians to redouble their efforts to conserve water.
On December 22, 2014 Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-28-14 extending directives to
the Department of Water Resources and the Water Board to take actions necessary to make
water immediately available through May 31, 2016 and to extend California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) suspensions for certain water supply projects. On April 1, 2015, the governor issued
Executive Order B-29-15. Key provisions include ordering the SWRCB to impose restrictions to
achieve a 25 percent reduction in potable urban water usage through February 28, 2016. On May
9, 2016, the governor issued Executive Order B-37-16, establishing longer-term water
conservation measures through the end of January 2017, which include monthly water use
reporting, strengthened urban drought contingency plans, elimination of wasteful water use
practices, and mandated adjustments to emergency water conservation regulations and
restrictions during extended drought conditions. These extended water conservation measures
recognize differing water supply conditions for many communities, and require that communities
develop water efficiency measures and conservations plans specific to the conditions of their
respective sources of water supply.
The SWRCB adopted new emergency conservation regulations on May 18, 2016, that repeal and
replace prior drought regulations that used a percentage-based water reduction standard. The
new regulations, effective from June 2016 through January 2017, require local agencies to ensure
a three-year water supply assuming a continuous shortage such as that experienced 2012
through 2015. Water agencies will be required to meet a conservation standard equal to the
projected shortage in their supplies and report to the SWRCB. The Governor’s drought declaration
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also calls upon local urban water suppliers and municipalities to implement their local water
shortage contingency plans immediately in order to avoid or forestall outright restrictions that
could become necessary later in the drought season.
California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
This Act grants the SWRCB ultimate authority over state water rights and water quality policy and
establishes nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards to oversee water quality on a day-to-day
basis at the local/regional level. This Act is the basic water quality control law for California and
works in concert with the Federal CWA. The Porter-Cologne Act states that a RWQCB may
include water discharge prohibitions applicable to particular conditions, areas, or types of waste
within its regional plan. Section 13170 of the California Water Code also authorizes the SWRCB
to adopt water quality control plans on its own initiative.
State Water Resources Control Board
The SWRCB administers water rights, water pollution control, and water quality functions
throughout the state, while the RWQCBs conduct planning, permitting, and enforcement activities.
The NPDES permit is divided into two parts: construction and post-construction. The construction
permitting is administered by the SWRCB, while the post-construction permitting is administered
by the RWQCB.
Development projects typically result in the disturbance of soil that requires compliance with the
NPDES General Permit, Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff
Associated with Construction Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES Number
CAS000002). This Statewide General Construction Permit regulates discharges from
construction sites that disturb 1 or more acres of soil. By law, all storm water discharges
associated with construction activity where clearing, grading, and excavation results in soil
disturbance of at least 1 acre of total land area must comply with the provisions of this NPDES
permit, and develop and implement an effective Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).
The project applicant must submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the SWRCB, to be covered by the
NPDES General Permit, and prepare the SWPPP before beginning construction. Implementation
of the SWPPP starts with the commencement of construction and continues through the
completion of the project. Upon completion of the project, the applicant must submit a Notice of
Termination (NOT) to the SWRCB to indicate that construction is completed.
Non-Point Source Pollution Control Program
The purpose of the Non-Point Source (NPS) Pollution Control Program is to improve the state’s
ability to effectively manage NPS pollution and conform to the requirements of the CWA and the
Federal Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990. These documents were
developed by staff of the SWRCB’s Division of Water Quality and the California Coastal
Commission (CCC), in coordination with the RWQCBs and staff from over 20 other state
agencies.
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3.6.2.3

Local Policies and Regulations

Orange County Public Works
According to the Orange County Public Works Watershed Division (OC Watersheds), the specific
water pollutant control elements of the Orange County Stormwater Program are documented in
the 2003 Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP) (OC Watersheds 2003). The Orange County
Stormwater Program is a municipal regulatory compliance initiative focused on the management
and protection of the County’s streams, rivers, creeks, and coastal waters.
The Orange County DAMP is the permittees’ (County of Orange, the Orange County Flood
Control District, and the incorporated cities of Orange County) primary policy, planning, and
implementation document for municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit compliance. The focus of the
DAMP is addressing the impacts of urban runoff on water quality. In 2007, a proposed Orange
County DAMP was introduced, but has not been approved. It is currently being updated to adhere
to the current municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit (Permit No. CAS618030, Order No. R8-20090030, Amended by Orders R8-2010-0062). As part of the DAMP, OC Watersheds has recently
produced an updated Exhibit 7.II – Model Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), dated May
19, 2011. At this time it is anticipated that the Project would be required to follow the May 2011
Model WQMP requirements.
City of Fountain Valley General Plan
The following goals and policies from the City of Fountain Valley General Plan pertain to the
Project:
Goal 5.1 Conserve, protect and enhance the natural resources in Fountain Valley to
ensure their optimal use and support to the benefit of all present and future citizens of the
City.
Policy 5.1.1 Develop an environmental mitigation monitoring program to address the
natural resources found in Fountain Valley.
Goal 5.2 Protect Fountain Valley’s existing and future water resources.
Policy 5.2.2 Work with federal, state, and County governments and agencies to
maintain and improve the quality and quantity of local and regional groundwater
resources available to the City.
Goal 5.3 Minimal soil erosion.
Policy 5.3.1 Reduce soil erosion from wind and water.
Goal 6.3 Minimize risk and damage from flood hazards within the City.
Policy 6.3.1 Maintain siting and development standards to reduce risk and damage
from flood hazards within the City.
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Policy 6.3.4 Minimize the adverse effects of urbanization upon drainage and flood
control facilities.
City of Fountain Valley Municipal Code (FVMP)
The City has established standards and regulations for the management of stormwater in the
FVMP. In addition, the City Zoning Code sets forth specific design guidelines and permit
requirements for the management of stormwater and urban runoff.
Chapter 14.40, Stormwater Regulations. As the Project would entail new development and
significant redevelopment of the Project area, the Project is required to comply with the
requirements of the City’s NPDES Permit and DAMP for the management and discharge of urban
runoff and stormwater. 1
Section 18.06.100, Erosion Control and Water Quality Requirement Systems. The Project is
subject to the erosion control provisions imposed by the City NPDES Permit, requiring the control
and management of erosion and erosive activities.
Section 21.18.120, Storm Water and Urban Runoff Management. This section of the FVMC
requires Project compliance with the CWA, the City’s NPDES Permit, the DAMP, and the City’s
Local Implementation Plan (LIP), requiring the reduction or elimination of urban and stormwater
runoff to protect water quality, biological habitats, and beneficial uses of downstream waters.
Under this requirement, the Project must implement low impact development (LID) Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce runoff and minimize potential impacts to hydrology and
water quality.

3.6.3

Impact Assessment and Methodology

3.6.3.1

Thresholds for Determining Significance

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the 2016 CEQA Guidelines.
For purposes of this EIR, implementation of the Project may have a significant adverse impact on
hydrologic resources or water quality if the Project would:
•

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;

•

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or substantially interfere with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (i.e., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop
to a level that would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted);

The FVMC defines significant redevelopment as a project that includes the addition or replacement of 5,000 square
feet (sf) or more of impervious surface on an existing developed site.

1
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•

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site;

•

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site;

•

Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provision of substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff;

•

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality;

•

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; refer to

•

Place a structure within a 100-year flood hazard area that would impede or redirect flood
flows;

•

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; and/or

•

Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

3.6.3.2

Methodology

The impact assessment methodology used in this analysis consisted of evaluating two types of
impacts: 1) degradation of surface water or groundwater quality resulting from development of
the Project (e.g., construction materials or urban pollutants, such as oil, grease, and heavy
metals); and 2) potential impacts to the Project resulting from exposure to an existing flood hazard.
Significance criteria for potential impacts were then developed and used to assess impact levels.

3.6.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact HYD-1 Description
HYD-1

Construction and Operation of the Project would result in potentially significant
impacts related to increased run-off amounts and degraded water quality (Less
than Significant).

Construction
During construction phases that include excavation, grading, and other earthwork, an increase in
soil erosion and sediment transport into surrounding surface water bodies would occur due to
runoff waters moving over exposed areas and entering the existing municipal stormwater
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drainage system leading to the Fountain Valley Channel and the Santa Ana River. This surface
runoff may also contain eroded construction materials and hazardous materials that could
potentially degrade surface water quality. In the vicinity of the Project area, the Santa Ana River
consists of channelized drainage features with concrete embankments, and the Fountain Valley
Channel is lined with riprap and features landscaping. Neither of these drainage features contain
valuable wildlife habitat in the vicinity of the Project area. However, the downstream Santa Ana
River Salt Marsh is designated as critical habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher and the
San Diego fairy shrimp. In addition, soil erosion could result in the creation of onsite rills and gully
systems, clog up existing drainage channels, and transport soil into down-gradient areas within
the Project area. Soil movement would occur in exposed graded or excavated areas, as well as
in unprotected drainage culverts or basins.
Individual developments occurring under the Project would be required to prepare and submit a
Notice of Intent (NOI) to the SWRCB demonstrating compliance with the General Construction
NPDES Permit. Construction activities would be subject to inspection by the City Building and
Safety Department. The General Permit requires that non-stormwater discharges from
construction sites be eliminated or reduced to the maximum extent practicable, that a SWPPP be
developed governing construction activities for the development sites, and that routine inspections
be performed of all stormwater pollution prevention measures and control practices being used
at the development sites, including inspections before and after storm events. Upon completion
of construction, the applicant would be required to submit a Notice of Termination (NOT) to the
SWRCB to indicate that construction is complete. With adherence to these regulations, impacts
to surface water from construction activities would be less than significant.
Operation
Much of the existing Project area is fully developed with buildings and surface parking lots and is
primarily impervious to groundwater infiltration with the exception of some landscaped areas.
Therefore, additional development and redevelopment under the Project would not substantially
increase the amount of impermeable surfaces and associated urban runoff entering the Fountain
Valley Channel, Santa Ana River, and the Pacific Ocean. Rather, redevelopment of the Project
area under the FVCSP would have a slightly beneficial impact on urban runoff and water quality
since redevelopment of each subdistrict would require greater areal coverage requirements for
open space, landscaping, and planted areas. As a result, land use changes anticipated to occur
under implementation of the Project would increase the amount open space and permeable
surfaces compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the Project would not result in a significant
increase in polluted urban runoff to receiving water bodies and may result in beneficial impacts
associated with reduced urban runoff, improved water quality, and improved groundwater
infiltration.
In addition, stormwater runoff in the Project area would be managed consistently with the Orange
County Municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit, which requires that new development and
significant redevelopment projects incorporate LID measures to reduce the amount of pollutants
washing offsite and to maintain pre-development surface water runoff rates. In accordance with
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these requirements, stormwater runoff from the new impervious surfaces (driveways, parking
areas, and building rooftops) would be infiltrated to the ground through various bioretention areas
where possible, and flows from walkways and pedestrian improvements would also be infiltrated
to the groundwater through adjacent landscaped areas. Under the Project, wherever feasible,
new development/redevelopment will incorporate LID BMPs, thereby reducing the total area of
impermeable surfaces within the Project area.
Therefore, potential impacts associated with water quality standards and waste discharge
requirements during construction and operation of the Project would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact HYD-2 Description
HYD-2

Implementation of the Project would not significantly alter existing drainage
patterns, such that substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding onsite or offsite
would occur (Less than Significant).

Construction
Construction activities anticipated to occur under implementation of the Project would generally
consist of urban infill and redevelopment, which is served by an existing municipal stormwater
drainage system described in Section 3.12, Utilities. Construction activities may involve site
preparation and demolition activities including excavation and grading that could slightly alter
onsite drainage patterns; however, these flows would be temporary and would continue to be
directed into the same storm drain system as under existing conditions as well as conditions
imposed as part of site-specific development. Therefore, construction activities under the Project
would not substantially alter existing drainage patterns of the area such that substantial erosion,
siltation, or flooding would occur and impacts would be less than significant.
Operation
The Project area is urbanized and served by the existing City municipal storm drain system
described in Section 3.12, Utilities. The Project area does not contain any natural streams, creeks,
lakes, or other water bodies. Onsite and offsite runoff drains into the existing municipal storm
drain system, including the Fountain Valley Channel, which transects the Project area, and the
channelized portions of the Santa Ana River. These features are designed to convey floodwater
and surface runoff offsite before eventually discharging to the Santa Ana River Salt Marsh and
Pacific Ocean. New land uses anticipated to occur under the Project would generally consist of
urban infill and redevelopment that could result in changes to localized drainage patterns.
However, individual developments occurring within the Project area would be subject to City
review to ensure inclusion of design features that would continue to convey stormwater runoff to
the existing municipal storm drain system.
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Given that impermeable surfaces currently cover almost all of the Project area, the Project would
not substantially increase the amount of impermeable surfaces and associated urban runoff.
Rather, the Project would provide for increased permeable area through development standards
that require new open space, landscaping, and planted areas. As a result, the amount of urban
runoff would decrease as compared to existing conditions, as described in Impact HYD-1. Based
on the above, the Project would not alter the existing drainage patterns of the Project area
because all flows from future land uses would be routed to the same treatment facilities and storm
drains as under existing conditions. Therefore, the Project would not substantially alter existing
hydrological conditions or overall drainage patterns such that substantial erosion, siltation, or
flooding onsite or offsite would occur, and this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact HYD-3 Description
HYD-3

The Project could interfere with groundwater recharge, resulting in potentially
significant impacts to groundwater supplies and aquifer volumes (Less than
Significant).

Construction
Construction activities under the Project may involve subsurface excavation for structural support
and undergrounding of utility transmission lines. Given the relatively shallow depth of groundwater
at the Project area, it is possible that subsurface excavation during construction could intercept
shallow groundwater tables. Groundwater encountered during excavation activities would be
pumped out of the construction trench in order to create a dry work area. However, this activity
would be temporary and is unlikely to involve extensive dewatering; this activity therefore would
not substantially affect groundwater levels in the Basin. The Project would not lower the
groundwater table as a result of groundwater extraction or through a reduction in groundwater
recharge. Therefore, potential construction impacts relating to groundwater supply and recharge
would be less than significant.
Operation
Implementation of the Project would result in redevelopment of the Project area, resulting in a net
increase in approximately 258,011 sf of developed areas and impervious surfaces. As previously
described under Impact HYD-1, much of the Project area is built-out and consists of large
industrial and commercial buildings, roadways, and parking lots with no notable vacant areas or
open spaces. As such, few pervious surfaces which support groundwater recharge exist onsite.
However, the FVCSP has identified six distinct subdistricts and provides specific goals, policies,
and regulations for the development within each of these areas. Development standards of the
FVCSP require that at least one primary public open space larger than 0.5 acre shall be provided
within each of these areas. Given this requirement, there is the potential that a minimum of 3
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acres of public space would be added to the Project area, much of which is likely to consist
primarily of permeable surfaces. In addition, the FVCSP proposes and requires the installation of
landscaped areas or other pervious surfaces to minimize runoff and provide additional
opportunities for groundwater recharge. Furthermore, the FVCSP would require development
within the Project area to implement LID and stormwater BMPs to improve water quality and
reduce runoff. While the proposed Project would result in a net increase in development spaces,
implementation of the Project would result in reduced site runoff, as well as increased
opportunities for permeable ground surfaces and subsequent groundwater recharge. Therefore,
impacts to groundwater supply and aquifer levels would be less than significant and beneficial.
For further discussion of impacts to groundwater supplies, refer to Section 3.12, Utilities.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact HYD-4 Description
HYD-4

The Project could result in potentially significant impacts on structures placed
within a floodplain (Less than Significant).

According to the Flood Insurance Rate Map for the Project area, the entire Project area is located
within “Zone X”, which is defined as areas of 0.2 percent annual chance flood; areas of 1 percent
annual chance flood with average depths of less than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1
square mile; and areas protected by levees from 1 percent annual chance flood. Because the
Project area is largely protected from flooding by both the Fountain Valley Channel and the Santa
Ana River and associated levee improvements described above in the Environmental Setting, it
is not subject to 1 percent annual chance flood. Therefore, while minor flooding may be
experienced onsite, the Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving flooding. In addition, the Project area is located adjacent to the Santa
Ana River and is likely subject to inundation in the event of failure or collapse the Prado Dam.
However, due to the distance from Prado Dam and current emergency procedures that address
dam failure or flooding, the likelihood of dam failure is low, and impacts are anticipated to be less
than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
3.6.4.1

Residual Impacts

Under implementation of the Project, no significant impacts to surface water quality, drainage
patterns, or groundwater quality are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required to
further reduce potential impacts. While the Project area remains subject to potential inundation in
the event of failure of the Prado Dam, the occurrence of such an event remains low, and existing
emergency actions plans for the City and County would reduce potential impacts. Therefore,
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impacts to water resources and hydrology resulting from Project implementation remain less than
significant.
3.6.4.2

Cumulative Impacts

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with water quality is the
lower reach of the Santa Ana River watershed. Cumulative development within the lower Santa
Ana River watershed and the Project area would have the potential to contribute to increased
pollutant loading in urban runoff and change localized drainage patterns.
Land use changes anticipated to occur in the Project area would facilitate the creation of new
pervious open spaces in accordance with City and FVCSP standards and requirements, thus
reducing the urban runoff at individual development sites and within the Project area as a whole,
compared to existing conditions. Further, potential impacts related to stormwater runoff are
regulated across the City in the same manner as they are in the Project area. For example, the
FVMC requires that new development and significant redevelopment comply with provisions
governing stormwater discharge, the City’s LIP and NPDES Order No. R8-2009-0030 to mitigate
potential impacts to water quality from polluted stormwater runoff. Additionally, the LIP requires
site design and the implementation of LID BMPs to reduce pollutants in stormwater runoff.
Compliance with existing local, state, and federal regulations would prevent violation of water
quality standards and minimize increases in urban runoff and the potential for contributing
additional sources of polluted runoff. These requirements are more stringent and protective of
water quality than those required during construction of existing buildings in the Project area.
Additionally, the FVCSP would result in increased permeable area due to development standards
that require new open space, landscaping, and planted areas; as a result, new land uses occurring
under the Project would decrease urban runoff as compared to existing conditions.
Redevelopment of sites in the Project area with new land uses that incorporate current BMP
requirements could result in improved water quality as compared to existing conditions. Therefore,
cumulative impacts to surface water hydrology and surface water quality would be less than
significant.
Land use changes and increases in developed spaces across the City also have the potential to
increase the demand for City groundwater supplies and reduce groundwater recharge. However,
continued implementation of water conservation measures as part of City Municipal Code Title
14.18, Water Conservation, would ensure that appropriate measures are taken to reduce
consumption of local and regional water supplies and that groundwater supplies are managed
such that the groundwater aquifer is not withdrawn beyond the safe yield. In addition,
development and landscape standards requiring the implementation of pervious materials and
implementation of LID BMPs would ensure new development projects minimize the amount of
impervious surfaces and provide additional opportunity for surface water permeation of ground
surfaces. These mandated requirements would reduce urban runoff and promote opportunity for
ground surface permeation and groundwater recharge. Therefore, cumulative impacts to
groundwater levels would be less than significant and beneficial. A complete discussion of City
water demand and supply in terms of groundwater resources is included in Section 3.17, Utilities.
3.6-14
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3.7

LAND USE AND PLANNING POLICIES

This section provides information on existing and planned land uses and evaluates potential land
use effects associated with the amount, location, and type of future development that would occur
under the proposed Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP). This section also
evaluates the Project’s consistency with adopted goals, programs, and policies in the City of
Fountain Valley’s General Plan and related planning policy documents. Sources utilized in the
development of this section include the City’s General Plan, the Fountain Valley Municipal Code
(FVMC), and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).
The construction of new office, light industrial, commercial, and residential housing, as allowed
and encouraged by the FVCSP, may raise potential land use compatibility, planning, or policy
consistency issues. Although the FVCSP contains multiple goals, policies, development
standards, land use regulations, design guidelines, and recommended development plans which
address potential issues, this section provides a more detailed review of potential land use and
planning issues.
This section of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR has been revised to reflect the goals of the
updated plans and programs which had been adopted after release of the initial Notice of
Preparation and during development of the Draft and pre-recirculation Final EIR, such as the most
recently adopted 2016-2040 SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (RTP/SCS) (adopted in April 2016) and the updated Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP) (adopted in March 2017). Revised analysis within this Section also accounts for revised
air quality modeling using an updated version of the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) (see Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions), as well
as updated cumulative analysis to fully reflect to the potential impacts of all approved, pending or
recently completed projects.

3.7.1

Environmental Setting

3.7.1.1

Existing Land Uses

The City of Fountain Valley (City) is located
within northern Orange County (County),
approximately 30 miles southeast of
downtown Los Angeles and 4 miles inland of
the Pacific Ocean, and is bordered by the
cities of Huntington Beach on the south and
west, Westminster and Garden Grove on the
north, Santa Ana on the northeast, and Costa
Mesa on the southeast. The City occupies
approximately nine square miles, the majority
of which is developed with established
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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The Project is located towards the southeastern limits
of the City in an area zoned for manufacturing and
office use and currently consists primarily of
commercial manufacturing and retail developments,
with minimal multi-modal transportation connects and
landscaping/greenbelt features.
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residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, and institutional uses. The City is largely
developed around a grid system of streets providing a high level of connectivity within the City
and to adjacent communities. Both the City and this grid system is divided by Interstate 405 (I405), a major 12-lane regional transportation corridor approximately 250 feet in width, which
bisects the City diagonally in a northwest to southeast direction. The I-405 transportation corridor
establishes an existing physical divide, bisecting areas in the City, including the proposed FVCSP
Project area (Project area), as well as other communities (Figure 2-2).
The FVCSP Project area is roughly bounded by Talbert Avenue to the north, Ward Street to the
west, Ellis Avenue to the south, and the Santa Ana River to the east.
Project Area
The Project area currently consists of approximately 162 acres of various light industrial (e.g.,
warehousing), retail, and office land uses and is the former Industrial Area Redevelopment Project
area. The area supports a variety of commercial businesses including various clothing outlets,
furniture and hardware stores, automobile shops, industrial manufacturing sites, music stores,
restaurants and eateries, etc. While many of the existing structures within the Project area are
large warehouse-type buildings used by single businesses, there are also multiple smaller
commercial structures that are split between multiple businesses. The Land Use Element of the
City’s General Plan designates approximately 157 acres of the Project area as “Commercial
Manufacturing,” allowing for a mix of office, light industrial, and retail uses. The remaining
approximately 4.66 acres consists of a single parcel located in the northwestern corner of the
Project area. This parcel is designated as “Office Commercial” and permits for low-scale
professional office, medical office, or industrial office uses (City of Fountain Valley 1995).
Currently, the Project area is fully developed with no lands used for purposes other than those
permitted by “Commercial Manufacturing” and “Office Commercial” City land use designations.
An approximately 0.48-mile segment of the City’s flood control channel transects the Project area,
and makes up approximately 1.7 acres. In addition, several vacant spaces exist within the Project
area, adjacent to the I-405 and within areas not suitable for development purposes.

The Project area supports a variety of commercial businesses and light industrial uses, separated
by wide streets, landscaping, and parking lots.

3.7-2

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

3.7 Land Use and Planning Policies

Zoning
The entire Project area is zoned M1 (Manufacturing), save for the approximately 4.66-acre parcel
located in the northwestern corner of the Project area which is currently zoned CP (Commercial,
Administrative, Professional Office). According to the City’s Zoning Code, the M1 zoning district
applies to areas appropriate for intensive manufacturing land uses. The M1 zoning district is
consistent with the commercial manufacturing land use designation of the General Plan (Ord.
1386 Section 4, 2006; Ord. 1308 Section 5, 2000). Current zoning governs a range of factors
including building height, setbacks, and floor area ratio (FAR). The M1 designation has a height
limit of 60 feet (i.e., 4 stories), a front setback of 20 feet, and an allowable FAR of 0.60. Permitted
uses within the M1 zoning district provide a broad range of uses subject to varying levels of permit
review to ensure land use compatibility, and mostly include general agricultural and open space,
manufacturing and processing, and service uses, as described in Section 21.10.030 of the FVMC.
Other more special commercial and industrial uses require a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).
Special Study Area
Within the City’s General Plan, Land Use
Element, the area between Euclid Street and
the flood channel, north of Newhope Street is
designated as the only “Special Study Area”
within the City. According to the City’s General
Plan, Special Study Areas are those that
“require site analysis, master planning, and the
development of goals and policies to address
the unique constraints, opportunities and
features of each site and its related uses” (City
of Fountain Valley 1995). The designation of a
Special Study Area serves as an overlay in
addition to the General Plan land use
designation.

The Project area consists of a heavily developed light
industrial and commercial manufacturing district
located adjacent to residential developments and the
Santa Ana River.

Surrounding Land Uses
Adjacent uses along Talbert Avenue to the northeast include commercial and agricultural uses
(both designated in the Land Use Plan as a Specific Plan designation area 1), as well as lowdensity residential. To the east, across the Santa Ana River, are more light industrial and
commercial uses, similar to those found within the Project area, within the City of Costa Mesa. To
the south of the Project area is the Orange County Sanitation District Treatment Plant, which
consists of a small area of land designated by the City General Plan as Commercial Manufacturing

1 As described in the City General Plan, Land Use Element, Specific Plan designation areas are designed to provide
detailed policies, standards, and criteria for the development or redevelopment of a specific location and the area that
it covers (City of Fountain Valley 1995).
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and a larger area designated as another adjacent Specific Plan designation area. Both mediumand low-density residential uses are located west of the Project area, along Ward Street.

3.7.2

Regulatory Setting

This section summarizes relevant adopted regional and City policies and evaluates the Project’s
consistency with guidelines and requirements established therein.
3.7.2.1

Federal Regulations

No federal policies or regulations related to land use would apply to the Project.
3.7.2.2

State Policies and Regulations

Government Code Section 63450
State law (Government Code Section 63450) authorizes cities to adopt specific plans for
implementation of their general plans in a defined area. All specific plans must comply with
Sections 65400-65457 of the Government Code. These provisions require that a specific plan be
consistent with the adopted General Plan and that all subsequent subdivisions and development,
public works projects, and zoning regulations must be consistent with the specific plan. Specific
plans are required to include distribution, location and types of uses, development, and
improvements to public facilities and infrastructure. Tailored regulations, conditions, programs,
standards and guidelines help implement the vision for long-range development of a project area.
3.7.2.3

Local Policies and Regulations

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
SCAG is the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for six southern California counties,
including Imperial, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, Ventura, and Los Angeles. As such, it is
responsible for preparing the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which provides the framework
for all transportation system improvements planned for its jurisdiction. The RTP is one of several
inputs used to develop the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) and State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)
The 2008 2016 RTP presents the transportation vision for the SCAG region through the year 2035
2040 and provides a long-term investment framework for addressing the region’s transportation
and related challenges. The RTP is the culmination of a multi-year effort focusing on maintaining
and improving the transportation system through a balanced approach that considers system
preservation, system operation and management, improved coordination between land use
decisions and transportation investments, and strategic expansion of the system to accommodate
future growth.
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The SCS demonstrates the region’s ability to attain and exceed the greenhouse gas emissionreduction targets set forth by the California Air Resources Board. The SCS outlines SCAG’s plan
for integrating the transportation network and related strategies with an overall land use pattern
that responds to projected growth, housing needs, changing demographics, and transportation
demands. The SCS focuses most new housing and job growth in high-quality transit areas and
other opportunity areas in existing main streets, downtowns, and commercial corridors, resulting
in an improved jobs-housing balance and more opportunity for transit-oriented development.
The goals and policies contained within the RTP/SCS which are relevant to the Project are
included in Table 3.7-1.
Compass Growth Visioning Plan (CGVP)
The CGVP has been established to make the SCAG region a better place to live, work, and play
for all residents regardless of race, ethnicity, or income class. The “Regional Growth Principles”
and strategies relevant to this Project are included below in Table 3.7-1.
City of Fountain Valley General Plan
The City’s General Plan provides comprehensive planning for the future. The City’s General Plan
contains seven mandatory issue areas as required by state law, as well as two chapters
addressing air quality and growth management. Fountain Valley’s approach to the General Plan
emphasizes four philosophical issues:
•
•
•
•

The General Plan must be developed by the same citizens it seeks to serve if it is to be
effective
The Plan must reflect the uniqueness of Fountain Valley
The Plan must be written in an easily understandable fashion
The Plan must be technically competent

The issue areas addressed by the City General Plan are described below:
Land Use Element of the General Plan has the broadest scope of any of the required
components of the General Plan. This chapter designates the proposed general distribution
and general location and extent of the uses of land for housing, business, industry, open
space, and other categories of public and private uses of land. The land use element regulates
the uses of City land through established goals and policies.
Circulation Element addresses circulation issues including transportation routes through the
City, design standards for streets, as well as current and future traffic levels on City streets.
Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element includes a discussion of parks and recreation
resources, and measures directed towards the preservation and provision of these resources.
Conservation Element addresses issues concerning natural and man-made resources
within the City, such as plants, animals, and cultural resources.
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Public Safety Element analyzes conditions in the City that may be hazardous to those who
live and work there, such as fires, earthquakes, and hazardous materials. It includes goals
and policies that address the issues of protecting the public from geotechnical hazards.
Noise Element addresses existing and future noise from traffic, construction, development
operation, and other activities.
Air Quality Element is an optional element not required by state planning law but has the
same force and effect as the mandatory elements. This chapter of the General Plan addresses
regional air quality standards and measures taken to improve air quality within the City.
2014-2021 Housing Element addresses current and future need for housing units, the
capacity in the City for additional units, the types of households that will need some form of
assistance or special housing, and ways to conserve existing housing.
Growth Management Element addresses growth and development within the City, based on
the City’s ability to provide an adequate circulation system.
Those policies identified within each chapter of the City General Plan, which are applicable to the
FVCSP, are listed within each applicable resource section of this EIR and are summarized in
Table 3.7-1.
Zoning Ordinance
The City of Fountain Valley Zoning Code (Title 21 of the FVMC) includes regulations for permitted
uses, project design and development standards, parking requirements, regulations for Specific
Plans, and other information regarding land use and development in the City. Together with the
Zoning Map, these documents serve as tools which allow the City to regulate the location and
development of land uses in a more precise manner than through the overarching vision of the
General Plan, and are adopted to protect and promote the health, safety, and general welfare of
the City residents, as well as to preserve and enhance the visual character and aesthetic quality
of the City. In addition, the Zoning Code identifies and defines zoning districts and development
standards, and regulates such issues as uses, setbacks, building heights, building additions,
population densities, parking requirements, landscaping, and land use compatibility.

3.7.3

Impact Assessment and Methodology

3.7.3.1

Thresholds for Determining Significance

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the 2016 California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. For purposes of this EIR, implementation of the
proposed FVCSP may have a significant adverse impact on land use/planning if it would do any
of the following:
•

3.7-6
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•

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect

•

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan

3.7.3.2

Methodology

The land use consistency and impact analysis considers whether the Project would be in
substantial conformance with regional and local plans, policies, and regulations applicable to the
Project or Project area. Consistent with the scope and purpose of this EIR, this discussion
primarily focuses on those goals and policies that relate to avoiding or mitigating environmental
impacts, and an assessment of whether any inconsistency with these standards creates a
significant physical impact on the environment not already analyzed in the EIR. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15125(d) requires that an EIR’s environmental setting discuss inconsistencies with
applicable plans that the decision-makers should address. A project need not be consistent with
each and every policy and objective in a planning document. Rather, a project is considered
consistent with the provisions of the identified regional and local plans if it meets the general intent
of the plans and would not preclude the attainment of the primary goals of the land use plan or
policy. It follows that it is nearly, if not absolutely, impossible for a project to be in perfect
conformity with each and every policy set forth in the applicable plan. If the proposed project is
determined to be inconsistent with specific individual objectives or policies of an applicable plan,
but is largely consistent with the land use or the other goals and policies of that overall plan and
would not preclude the attainment of the primary intent of the General Plan or applicable plan, the
project would not be considered inconsistent with the plan.
Consistency with General Plan goals, policies, and programs is evaluated in detail in Table 3.7-1
below. Elements of the Project that have the potential to conflict with a stated threshold, goal,
policy, or program are summarized in this section, along with related physical environmental
consequences. Consistent with the updated 2016 RTP/SCS, this table and consistency analysis
has been updated.

3.7.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact LU-1 Description
LU-1

Implementation of the Project would not result in the physical division of an
established community (Less than Significant).
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Division of an established community as a result of development and construction of physical
features would constitute a barrier to easy and frequent travel between constituent parts of a
community. The area proposed for implementation of the Project currently consists of various light
industrial (e.g., warehousing), retail, and office uses physically divided from southeast to
northwest by the I-405 transportation corridor. The Project area is fully developed with no notable
vacant areas, and there are no residential uses within the Project area. Access between the
northern and southern portions of the planning area of the Project is currently inhibited by the I405 and connectivity between land uses in
these areas is limited to Euclid Street and
Ward Street. No new development is
proposed under the Project that would affect
travel to and from these separated areas;
however, streetscape improvements, district
design, and land use plans proposed under
the FVCSP are intended to enhance
connectivity within each of these areas, as well
as improve pedestrian access to and from the
commercial and employment centers of
Project area from outlying uses and adjacent
The Hyundai Motor America US Corporate
communities, such as the Green Valley
Headquarters provides approximately 1,300 jobs which
residential neighborhood located to the
are vital to the local economy and surrounding
communities.
northwest.
In addition, redevelopment would result in the establishment of a residential community within a
large regional center of employment. The proposed Workplace Neighborhood would allow for the
development of residential uses and increased housing opportunities for employees of existing or
future employment centers, such as the Hyundai Motor America US Corporate Headquarters and
other industrial, office, or commercial developments. Development under the Project would
conform to existing infrastructure configuration; no road closures or other physical barriers would
be installed, and no new large-scale infrastructure improvements would take place under this
Project. On the contrary, the current street system, including pedestrian and bike facilities, would
be improved over time to promote bicycle and pedestrian connectivity. Wider sidewalks, new bike
paths, and a more walkable pedestrian environment required under FVCSP goals, policies, and
development standards would foster connectivity within the FVCSP area as well as with adjacent
neighborhoods.
Therefore, the proposed FVCSP would not physically divide existing communities but is expected
to improve land use connectivity north and south of the I-405 corridor. Impacts are considered to
be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
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Impact LU-2 Description
LU-2

Implementation of the Project would not result in land use compatibility issues
with applicable land use plans, policy, or regulations contained within the City’s
General Plan as well as in the regional plans developed by the SCAG (Less than
Significant with Mitigation).

The Project would be subject to existing local and regional land use plans and policies established
by the City and the SCAG. The City’s existing General Plan contains nine chapters that guide
future development through multiple goals, policies, and objectives, and as such, the FVCSP
must be consistent with the City’s General Plan. Similarly, the Project would be required to comply
with the planning principles and goals established by SCAG and relating to the provision of
residential opportunities near transit corridors, encouragement of active multi-modal uses,
creation of workplace-oriented spaces, and encouragement of profitable business uses, and
balanced industry and housing opportunities (Table 3.7-1).
The Project was developed by the City and is designed to be consistent with City’s goals to
encourage the development of a place of gathering and activity center within the City and SCAG
planning region. An addition of approximately 491 new residential units and allowances for Activity
Core and Workplace Neighborhood Districts for restaurants and retail commercial business within
close proximity to employment centers would enhance and provide a more balanced mix of land
uses within the area. The primary components of the FVCSP that would guide future development
include updated zoning standards for form-based development, and design standards for new
development to address site design, building façade, size, bulk, scale, as well as open space and
walkability, and to promote and improve compatibility with existing residential, commercial,
manufacturing, and industrial development surrounding the Project area. Additionally, pedestrianscale ground walkability, restaurant and/or retail uses, reduced industrial/manufacturing intensity,
streetscape enhancements, and new housing opportunities are incorporated to the Project. Under
the necessity for specific plans in locations which require special attention and as discussed below
in Table 3.7-1, the Project is designed to comply with City General Plan policies and SCAG
planning goals and principles, and overall, the Project would be consistent with applicable plans
and policies.
In addition to land use planning policies and regulations, the City and SCAG establish goals and
policies oriented towards reducing impacts to the human and natural environment which may
result from increases in development, increases in transportation-related emissions, and affects
to local and regional transportation systems. As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section
3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, implementation of the Project would result in the emission of
additional air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) pollutants. Analysis of Project impacts to air
quality and GHG emissions since release of the pre-recirculation Final EIR in April 2017 has been
revised to provide air pollutant modeling analysis on an updated version of CalEEMod (Version
2016.3.1) with new assumptions that account for compliance with required SCAQMD rules and
regulations and that would reduce Project emissions. Construction and operation-related air
emissions are projected to be below adopted thresholds and would result in a less than significant
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impact to local and regional air quality, GHG emissions, and climate change. have the potential
to exceed regional air quality thresholds and cause significant impacts to local and regional air
quality, though mitigation measures implemented within this EIR would reduce the potentially
significant impacts to below these thresholds. However, Project-related traffic generation from
construction and operation may would result in potentially significant impacts to congestion levels
along local roadways and intersections.
In 2008, the Legislature modified Government Code section 65302(b)(2) (Assembly Bill 1358) to
require cities and counties to “plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation network that meets
the needs of all users of the streets, roads, and highways” including “bicyclists, children, persons
with disabilities, users of public transportation and seniors.” Similarly, Government Code section
65088.4(a), adopted in 2013 (Senate Bill 743), declares:
It is the intent of the Legislature to balance the need to build infill housing and mixed use
commercial developments within walking distance of mass transit facilities, downtowns,
and town centers and to provide greater flexibility to local governments to balance these
sometimes competing needs.
As outlined in the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis in Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic, future development permitted under the Project would result in a reduction
in per capita VMT when compared to citywide per capita VMT. This results from the Project’s
combination of infill housing and mixed use commercial developments within walking distance of
mass transit facilities, consistent with the requirements of Assembly Bill 1358. This would also be
consistent with the overarching objectives of the General Plan and Circulation Element. For
example, the Circulation Element calls out “reducing the amount and length of vehicle trips” while
the Growth Management Element includes goals, objectives, and policies for “[reducing] traffic
congestion” and “[ensuring] the provision of adequate transportation for existing and future
residents of the City.” Consequently, even projects that result in significant and unavoidable
intersection LOS impacts within the City’s jurisdiction does not equate to General Plan
inconsistency. As discussed in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, OPR’s 2017
General Plan Guidelines recognize that “given the long-term nature of a general plan, its….text
should be general enough to allow a degree of flexibility in decision-making as times change.”
Given all of this, the City does not consider these LOS policies as fundamental mandatory policies.
Consequently, a significant and unavoidable LOS impact does not preclude the City from
concluding that a project is consistent with its General Plan as a whole.
Impacts to air quality and traffic and transportation could result in Project inconsistency with local
and regional land use plans, policies, and regulations. However, Regardless, implementation of
mitigation measures AQ-1a through 1e, AQ-2, AQ-5a through 5f, GHG-1, and N-1, T-1, T-2a
through 2b, and T-7a designed to reduce potential impacts to air quality and noise, and
transportation, would ensure impacts are reduced to less than significant and ensure Project
compliance with applicable land use plans, policies and regulations. Therefore, impacts to air
quality and noise resulting from implementation of the FVCSP would be less than significant with
mitigation.
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With regards to transportation and circulation, implementation of mitigation measures T-1, T-2a
through 2b, and T-7a would reduce Project impacts. As discussed in Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic, implementation of the Project would continue to result in potentially longterm significant and unavoidable impacts to several intersections located outside of the City’s
jurisdiction under both existing and cumulative project conditions. However, the City’s General
Plan LOS policies are applicable only to intersections “under sole control of the City,” and
identification of significant and unavoidable impacts to these intersections would not result in
inconsistency with applicable land use plan, policies, or regulations of the City. Further, the
Project’s emphasis on reducing citywide per capita VMT would be consistent with the City General
Plan’s overarching policies of the Circulation Element, as well as the goals and policies
established by SCAG for the planning of the regional transportation system. Therefore, impacts
to transportation and circulation resulting from implementation of the FVCSP would be less than
significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measures 2
MM AQ-1a through e, MM AQ-2, MM AQ-5a, MM AQ-5f, MM GHG-1, MM N-1, MM T-1, MM T2a through b, and MM T-7 shall apply.
Residual Impact
With implementation of above mitigation measures, the Project would be consistent with the
applicable goals and policies of SCAG and the City General Plan, and impacts would therefore
be less than significant.
Impact LU-3 Description
LU-3

No Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan has been
adopted for the Project area or nearby vicinity. However, implementation of the
Project may result in the loss or injury of street trees, shrubs, or plants and may
interfere with existing City plans and policies requiring the protection or
replacement of such resources. Development under the Project would be
required to comply with City and proposed FVCSP policies regulating the loss or
injury of these resources (Less than Significant).

There are no adopted Habitat Conservation or Natural Community Conservation Plans within the
Project area vicinity. As described in the Initial Study (Appendix A), the Project area does not
include any habitat areas that are protected through an approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan. The County has approved a Natural Community Conservation Plan & Habitat

As noted above, revised air quality analysis using an updated version of CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.1) that also more
fully incorporates the requirements of existing regulatory programs and South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) Rules designed to reduce pollutant emissions, eliminates the need for previously recommended MMs AQ1a through e, MM AQ-2 and MM GHG-1.
2
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Conservation Plan but the City has not enrolled in such plans, and is not included in this planning
area.
While no designated Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans exist
within the Project area, Chapter 12.04.040 of the FVMC requires that no person or development
shall engage in the planting, trimming, cutting, or removal of any vegetation along any streets,
parkways, or public spaces without prior approval from the Director of the City Public Works
Department. The Project, and any development under the Project, would be required to comply
with all City policies and regulations, as well as the development codes and design guidelines
proposed under the FVCSP.
As the Project, as well as any individual development under the Project, would be required to
adhere with City and FVCSP policies and regulations, potential impacts to local habitat and
community conservation plans would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Residual Impacts
With implementation of above mitigation measures, the Project would be consistent with the
applicable goals and policies of SCAG and the City General Plan, and impacts would therefore
be less than significant.
3.7.4.1

Cumulative Impacts

When considering impacts of the proposed Project, other pending or approved projects that may
occur during construction or operation of the proposed Project have the potential to result in
cumulatively considerable impacts to land use within the Project area and surrounding
communities. Of the pending/approved projects listed in Table 3.0-2, buildout of the Project in
conjunction with the Southpark Specific Plan/Sakioka Site and other projects such as the
OCTA/Caltrans I-405 Improvement Project may result in cumulatively considerable impacts from
associated increases in traffic due to potential overlap in project construction schedules and its
effects on the local roadway network. OCTA/Caltrans Improvement Project may result in
cumulatively considerable impacts due to potential overlap in project construction schedules and
its effects on the local roadway network.
As agreed upon by the City and Sakioka Farms in a 1989 Development Agreement, the City is
required to consider development of the Sakioka Site to be fully developed and built out at the
maximum density permitted by the Southpark Development Plan. For purposes of this analysis,
the Southpark Specific Plan Sakioka Site development is assumed as a potential future
development of an additional 1,017,000-sf of commercial, office, industrial, or warehouse uses,
adjacent to the Project area; therefore, development and operation of this site has to potential to
affect the local roadway network including the Project area. As discussed in Section 3.11,
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Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, cumulative effects of this development, when combined
with those of the Project and other cumulative projects would be reduced to a less than significant
level significant and unavoidable, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-2a, MM2b, and MM-7a. However, this development would be largely consistent with the land uses and
development proposed under the FVCSP, and could potentially provide beneficial effects with
regard to walkability and connectivity between a large employment center of the City and
proposed residential areas of the Project.
The OCTA/Caltrans Improvement Project includes improvements to freeway mainlines, bridges,
on- and off-ramps, and associated intersections, including the Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street &
Southbound I-405 Ramps intersection. Improvements to this intersection include the construction
of a southbound flyover on-ramp from eastbound Ellis Avenue to southbound I-405, over the
Orange County Sanitation District and Santa Ana River. The improvement would include the
elimination of the dual left-turn lanes from eastbound Ellis Avenue to the existing I-405
southbound on-ramp and would provide increased queue storage. The improvements are
projected to be completed between 2017 and 2022. 3
Development and construction activities associated with implementation of the OCTA/Caltrans
Improvement Project would overlap with the construction of projects under the FVCSP and are
estimated to occur from 2017 through 2022. While this Caltrans project is intended to improve
regional traffic circulation, during this period, implementation of I-405 improvement projects may
result in short-term impacts resulting from increased traffic congestion, increased roadway
hazards, decreased pedestrian and bicycle mobility, and other adverse impacts to existing and
potential future land uses within the Project area, including proposed residential uses. To address
short-term impacts to land use, the I-405 Improvement Project would implement temporary
construction easements and a Transportation Management Plan accommodate construction of
the I-405 Improvement Project (OCTA 2016). Therefore, cumulative impacts from concurrent
construction of these projects would be temporary, and short-term impacts would not substantially
adversely affect land uses within the Project area.
Over the long-term, implementation of the I-405 Improvement Project would result in
improvements to the traffic network within the Project area and nearby vicinity, including but not
limited to improvements to I-405 access, widening of the Ward Street overpass, and construction
of a proposed flyover ramp in the southeast portion of the Specific Plan Area on the south side of
Euclid Street. All improvement projects proposed under the OCTA/Caltrans Improvement Project
would take place within existing right-of-way. However, implementation of the proposed flyover

Following release of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR for public review in October 2017, Caltrans and OCTA have
chosen to proceed with alternative improvements to the Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps
(Intersection #19) than what had been identified, planned, funded, and approved under the Caltrans I-405 Improvement
Project. A revised analysis of Project effects on these revised improvements has been prepared and provided in an
Addendum to the Draft Recirculated EIR TIA (December 2015) included in Appendix C of this EIR. Detailed discussion
of the revised improvements and effects on Project traffic conditions are provided in Section 8.0, Response to
Comments.
3
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ramp under the OCTA/Caltrans Improvement Project in conjunction with establishment of a
proposed Class I bike path along Ellis Avenue may not provide sufficient right-of-way width for
both improvements. An easement, encroachment permit, or dedication of right-of-way may be
required along the northern boundary of the Orange County Waste and Sanitation Department
facility site to accommodate the bike path. Should this improvement not be realized, a reduction
in mobility options may occur due to possible omission of this bicycle connection.
Overall, the goal of the OCTA/Caltrans Improvement Project is to improve the I-405 transportation
corridor and enhance local and regional circulation in and around this corridor. Similarly, it is an
overarching goal of the proposed FVCSP Project to improve mobility and connectivity with and
throughout the Project area. Upon completion, these projects would cumulatively contribute
towards an improvement in on- and offsite circulation systems, as well as reductions in local
congestion, improvements in connectivity to nearby land uses and neighborhood communities,
and creation of a safer automobile and pedestrian environment. Over the long-term,
implementation of this project in conjunction with the FVCSP Project would result in potentially
beneficial effects within the Project area and surrounding communities.
In addition to implementation of the OCTA/Caltrans Improvement Project, development of the
Project in conjunction with other pending/future projects, including buildout of the Southpark
Specific Plan Sakioka Site, listed in Table 3.0-2, would increase commercial, industrial, and
housing development within the City. Nevertheless, proposed redevelopment and land use
changes in the Project area are consistent with applicable land use planning goals and policies
established to balance housing demand and promote sustainable economic growth. The Project,
in combination with other pending/future projects in the City, supports these goals by promoting
new housing along with supporting mixed-use developments in the Project area, improving the
pedestrian and cyclist environment, improving opportunities for a workplace-neighborhood
community, enhancing land use connectivity, and promoting multi-modal access to the
employment centers of the City. This integrated land use-transportation approach, in addition to
parking restructuring and streetscape improvements, is expected to increase the use of public
transit and decrease personal vehicle use between new housing, jobs, and transportation
services, thus reducing net increases in City traffic, overall vehicle miles traveled, peak-hour
congestion, and GHG emissions, as further described in Section 3.2, Air Quality, Section 3.4,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, and Section
3.12, Utilities and Service Systems.
In addition to cumulatively considered projects, all pending and future projects allowed under the
FVCSP Project are required to be consistent with the FVCSP (when adopted) and may be
required to undergo Development Review and/or Development Agreement processing and other
discretionary land use actions to determine consistency with established land use policies and
regulations. Therefore, the Project, in combination with other pending/future projects, would not
result or contribute considerably to significant cumulative land use impacts.
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3.7.4.2

Policy Consistency

A discussion of the Project’s consistency with the goals and policies of the SCAG guiding
documents (SCAG 2004; 2016) and the General Plan that are most applicable to the Project is
provided in Table 3.7-1. Consistent with the scope and purpose of this EIR, this discussion
primarily focuses on those goals and policies that relate to avoiding or mitigating environmental
impacts, and an assessment of whether any inconsistency with these standards creates a
significant physical impact on the environment. Any policy found to be “potentially inconsistent” is
evaluated in the appropriate environmental issue section of this EIR, as indicated in Table 3.7-1.
Required mitigation measures would be expected to achieve consistency, unless mitigation is not
possible for a given issue. If this is the case, it is indicated in the appropriate section of the EIR.
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Table 3.7-1.

SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary
Policy

Policy Consistency Discussion

SCAG Compass / Growth Visioning Principles (GVP)
Principle 1 Improve mobility for all residents.
GVP1.1 Encourage transportation investments and land
use decisions that are mutually supportive.

Consistent. Currently, the pedestrian and transportation network in the Project area
is discontinuous due to minimal established pedestrian facilities and bicycle lanes as
well as physical division of the Project area by the I-405 corridor. The Project
proposes to include mixed commercial-residential use, road, pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit improvements and development opportunities oriented towards enhancing
mobility and interconnectivity to support vehicular traffic flow and non-vehicle
commutes into and throughout the Project area. A comprehensive list of the Project’s
pedestrian and transit improvements are described in Section 2.4.2, Circulation and
Mobility. Such features would also implement transportation and mobility principles
and policies of SCAG, such as improving the pedestrian and cyclist environment and
providing additional opportunity for transit-oriented development.

GVP1.2 Locate new housing near existing jobs and new
jobs near existing housing.

Consistent. Opportunities for new mixed residential and commercial uses would
occur within the project’s Workplace Neighborhood District, which may benefit
nearby employees such as those working at the newly developed Hyundai Motor
America US Corporate Headquarters. Additionally, enhanced mixed industry and
workplace professional development, commercial, and industrial uses are
proposed in the Project area, adjacent to existing residential neighborhoods to the
north and east. Therefore, the project advances the intent of this policy.

GVP1.3 Encourage transit-oriented development.

Consistent. Refer to discussion of consistency with SCAG Principle 1, above.

GVP1.4 Promote a variety of travel choices.
Principle 2 Foster livability in all communities.
GVP2.1 Promote infill development and redevelopment to
revitalize existing communities.
GVP2.2 Promote developments that provide a mix of
uses.
GVP2.3 Promote “people-scaled,” pedestrian-friendly
communities.
GVP2.4 Support the preservation of stable, single-family
neighborhoods.
Principle 3 Enable prosperity for all people.

3.7-16

Consistent. The Project would involve redevelopment of a largely developed area,
transitioning from primarily industrial and manufacturing uses to mixed-use
developments that combine light industrial, commercial, residential, office, and retail
uses available to all members of the community. The FVCSP delineates four distinct
districts oriented to support interconnectivity between mixed-uses, high-value
workplaces, and residential neighborhoods by providing residential opportunities
within close proximity to commercial centers of the City and improvement to
pedestrian, cyclist, and transit facilities. Development of the Project area with the
intended designations of each district will help support and contribute to a greater
sense of community and interconnectivity within the Project area than what is
currently present. Proposed residential developments adjacent to existing residential
neighborhoods would be designed to ensure compatibility; residential development
within the Project area will consist of limited medium-density residential uses within
the Workplace Neighborhood District.
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Table 3.7-1.

SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Policy Consistency Discussion

GVP3.1 Provide a variety of housing types in each
community to meet the housing needs of all income
levels.
GVP3.3 Ensure environmental justice regardless of race,
ethnicity, or income class.
GVP3.4 Support local and state fiscal policies that
encourage balanced growth.
GVP3.5 Encourage civic engagement.
Principle 4 Promote sustainability for future generations.

Consistent. Community Objective 10 of the FVCSP is directed to ensure prosperity
and sustainability within the Project area, and shape each increment of new
development to build toward a more prosperous and environmentally sustainable
City and region.

GVP4.1 Preserve rural, agricultural, recreational, and
environmentally sensitive areas.

Consistent. Presently, the Project area does not contain any rural, agricultural,
recreational or environmentally sensitive areas, and development under the Project
would not contribute to the loss of these land uses. Development of the Project
area under the FVCSP would result in the development of additional recreational
areas, contributing to the total amount of recreational spaces of the City.

GVP4.2 Focus development in urban centers and existing
cities.

Consistent. The Project would focus development within the Project area, which
would serve as a core area for civic, neighborhood, and commercial activities.

GVP4.3 Develop strategies to accommodate growth that
use resources efficiently, eliminate pollution, and
significantly reduce waste.

Consistent. The FVCSP would be consistent with Title 18, Building Codes and
Regulations, of the FVMC and City adoption of the California Green Building
Standards Code. In addition, the FVCSP encourages developers within the Project
area to apply and conform with the “green building” techniques found within the
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green Building Rating
System, the National Association of Homebuilders Model Green Home Building
Guidelines, and any future “green building” ordinances and guidelines.

GVP4.4 Utilize “green” development techniques.

SCAG 2016 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)
RTP Goal Maximize the productivity of our transportation
system.

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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Consistent. The proposed FVCSP concentrates economic and residential growth in
an area served by bus service provided by OCTA, and areas with access to this
system that would maximize use and productivity of the system. Transit service
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Table 3.7-1.

SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Policy Consistency Discussion
improvements also include schedule adjustments and facility upgrades to
encourage an increase of transit use.

RTP Goal Encourage land use and growth patterns that
facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation.

Consistent. The FVCSP would facilitate transit-oriented development, and the
development of pedestrian and bicycle safe, efficient, and convenient facilities
throughout the Project area. The proposed FVCSP also includes the development
of workplace neighborhoods containing a mix of workplace, commercial, and
medium-density residential uses, where residents can use alternative
transportation to move around the City.

SCS Goal 1 Better Placemaking: The strategies outlined
in the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS The Plan will promote the
development of better places to live and work through
measures that encourage more compact development,
varied housing options, bike and pedestrian
improvements, and efficient transportation infrastructure.

Consistent. The FVCSP would promote compact development within the
pedestrian-oriented Project area and include pedestrian and bike improvements
along with active ground floor uses including retail, restaurants, and cafes.

SCS Goal 5 2 Improved Access and Mobility: Strategies
contained within the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS will help the
region confront congestion and mobility issues in a variety
of ways, including improvements to bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. Land use strategies in the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS
will improve mobility and access by placing destinations
closer together and The Plan will encourage strategic
transportation investments that add appropriate capacity
and improve critical road conditions in the region, increase
transit capacity and expand mobility options. Meanwhile,
the Plan outlines strategies for developing land in coming
decades that will place destinations closer together, thereby
decreasing the time and cost of traveling between them.

Consistent. The FVCSP would concentrate growth in the Project area. This would
promote use of walking and cycling, due to the relatively short distance between
workplace, residential, entertainment and shopping locations, and convenient
access to transit and other modes of public transportation. Additionally, the
proposed FVCSP includes improvements to pedestrian and bicycle circulation
networks to further strengthen these transit modes.

Goal 1: Align the plan investments and policies with
improving regional economic development and
competitiveness.

Consistent: As provided in Section 1.1, Community Objectives, of the FVCSP (see
Appendix C), the community’s primary goal is to enhance the overall economic
performance, physical attractiveness, community value, and functionality of the
Project area. To achieve this, many of the primary objectives of the FVCSP are
oriented towards balancing mobility, equity and economic development to enable
and support new investments that support a lasting framework for successful
growth and development.
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Table 3.7-1.

SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Goal 2: Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people
and goods in the region.
Goal 3: Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people
and goods in the region.
Goal 4: Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional
transportation system.
Goal 5: Maximize the productivity of our transportation
system.

Policy Consistency Discussion
Consistent: The FVCSP would facilitate transit-oriented development, and the
development of safe, efficient, and convenient pedestrian and bicycle facilities
throughout the Project area and connecting with surrounding circulation networks.
The proposed FVCSP also includes the development of workplace neighborhoods
containing a mix of workplace, commercial, and medium-density residential uses
which support and improve walkability and where residents can use alternative
transportation to move around the City and surrounding region. Further, it is a
focus of the FVCSP to increase regional commitments to and funding for transit,
complete streets – which can accommodate all modes of transportation – and
supportive patterns of land use, to reduce traffic congestion and address public
concerns and new legislation directed at community health and safety issues. In
addition, the configuration and design of new streets, as identified in Section 3.2,
New Street Types, of the FVCSP (Appendix C), shall be designed in conformance
with City development and design standards for new streets, which include
conformance with the requirements of Section 11.04 (Streets and Sidewalks) of the
FVMC.

Goal 6: Protect the environment and health of our residents
by improving air quality and encouraging active
transportation (e.g., bicycling, and walking).

Consistent: The FVCSP would facilitate transit-oriented development, and the
development of pedestrian and bicycle safe, efficient, and convenient facilities
throughout the Project area and connecting with surrounding circulation networks.
The proposed FVCSP also includes the development of workplace neighborhoods
containing a mix of workplace, commercial, and medium-density residential uses
which support and improve walkability and job-housing density, and where
residents can use alternative transportation to move around the City and
surrounding region. The Project’s focus on improved circulation and mobility
systems, and emphasis on creating a walkable environment would reduce
dependence on vehicular transportation and subsequent air quality impacts.
Further, as outlined in the VMT analysis in Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic, future development permitted under the Project would
result in a reduction in per capita VMT when compared to citywide per capita VMT.
This results from the Project’s combination of infill housing and mixed use
commercial developments within walking distance of mass transit facilities,
consistent with the requirements of Assembly Bill 1358.

Goal 7: Actively encourage and create incentives for
energy efficiency, where possible.

Consistent: Section 2.10, Sustainability, of the FVCSP includes a number of
energy efficiency measures and techniques which should be considered in the
design of new development occurring under the FVCSP. Such measures include
recommendations for implementation of “green building” techniques, the use of
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Table 3.7-1.

SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Goal 8: Encourage land use and growth patterns that
facilitate transit and active transportation.

Policy Consistency Discussion
recycled building construction materials, integration of alternative energy
generators, minimization of impermeable surfaces, use of drought tolerant
landscaping, and installation and utilization of rainwater capture and recycling
systems.
Consistent: The FVCSP would facilitate transit-oriented development, and the
development of pedestrian and bicycle safe, efficient, and convenient facilities
throughout the Project area and connecting with surrounding circulation networks.
The proposed FVCSP also includes the development of workplace neighborhoods
containing a mix of workplace, commercial, and medium-density residential uses
which support and improve walkability and job-housing density, and where
residents can use alternative transportation to move around the City and
surrounding region. Further, it is a focus of the FVCSP to increase regional
commitments (and funding) for transit, complete streets – which can accommodate
all modes of transportation – and supportive patterns of land use, driven by traffic
congestion, public attention and new legislation directed at community health and
safety concerns. Further, as outlined in the VMT analysis in Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, future development permitted under the
Project would result in a reduction in per capita VMT when compared to citywide
per capita VMT. This results from the Project’s combination of infill housing and
mixed use commercial developments within walking distance of mass transit
facilities, consistent with the requirements of Assembly Bill 1358.

Fountain Valley General Plan – Land Use Element
Goal 2.1 Maintain and enhance high quality development
throughout the City.
Policy 2.1.1 Maintain and continue to enhance high
quality mixed use development throughout the City.
Policy 2.1.2 Encourage variety, quality, consistency and
innovation in land use practice.

Consistent. The Project would involve redevelopment of the Project area,
transitioning from primarily industrial and manufacturing uses to high-value mixeduse developments that combine commercial and residential uses to create a
cohesive workplace-residential oriented community. Permitted uses would include
residential, office, retail, commercial, light industrial, and open space uses.

Policy 2.1.3 Promote quality commercial and industrial
development.
Goal 2.3 Maximize benefits of future development of
Special Study Areas.
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Consistent. The only designated Special Study Area in the City is located within
the Project area, and is included in the FVCSP to maximize benefits of future
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Table 3.7-1.

SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Policy 2.3.1 Ensure that development within Special
Study Areas is compatible with adjacent development.
Policy 2.3.2 Ensure that development within Special
Study Areas does not adversely impact City facilities and
services.
Policy 2.3.3 Ensure that Special Study Areas reach their
maximum development potential.

Policy Consistency Discussion
development. This development will include a mix of uses that will be compatible
with existing and proposed surrounding uses, and ease the transition between
neighboring residential areas and the more commercial/industrial developments in
the core of the Project area. Presently, this area consists of commercial
manufacturing zoned areas developed with office, light industrial, and retail uses
which are similar in design and intensity as adjacent development to the east,
south, and west. Under the FVCSP, redevelopment within this Special Study Area,
as well as the surrounding areas, has been identified for similar professional office
and commercial uses. In addition, consistent with the City General Plan Land Use
Element definition of and objectives for Special Study Areas, the FVCSP provides
detailed site analysis, master planning, development goals and policies for this
area, as well as the entire Project area. As described in Section 3.12, Utilities, this
Project would not have a significant adverse impact to City utilities and service
systems.

Goal 2.5 Protect and enhance the City’s existing positive
visual attributes.

Consistent. Since the late 1980s, the Project area has consisted of a largely built
environment consisting of primarily impervious surfaces and urban developments.
As described in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, the Project would not result in any
significant adverse effects towards the City’s scenic resources or visual character.
Implementation of the Project would result in redevelopment of the area and result
in a net increase of development adhering to a cohesive form and design code.
Design guidelines and requirements established within the FVCSP would guide
redevelopment of the Project area in a manner that protects, preserves, or
enhances existing visual resources. Therefore, it is anticipated that Project would
not substantially effect existing onsite visual resources, and redevelopment under
the FVCSP would ensure the protection and enhancement of existing visually
beneficial attributes.

Policy 2.5.1 Protect and enhance existing well maintained
neighborhood areas.

Consistent. The Project would not replace any existing residential neighborhoods.
Development of the Project area would include the development of approximately
491 residential units consisting of limited medium-density dwelling units within the
Workplace Neighborhood District.

Goal 2.6 Improve architectural quality of development
within Fountain Valley.

Consistent. The Project would guide development within the Project area to
provide high quality architectural and visual design of residential, commercial, and
industrial developments. In addition, the Project would visually connect
development with the existing natural and built environment, as well as promote
the pedestrian and visitor needs. As described in the FVCSP, development shall

Policy 2.6.1 Promote residential, commercial and
industrial development which achieves harmony without
monotony in the built environment.
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Table 3.7-1.

SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Policy 2.6.2 Encourage planning and design which is
people oriented, sensitive to the needs of visitors and
residents and functionally efficient for its purpose.
Goal 2.7 Well designed new residential development.
Policy 2.7.1 Encourage creative site planning in
residential development offering open space for semiprivate, passive and active recreational uses.
Goal 2.8 Well designed commercial and industrial
development.
Policy 2.8.1 Work with commercial center owners and
tenants to improve the appearance and character of these
developments.
Goal 2.9 Attractive streetscapes throughout the City.
Policy 2.9.1 Encourage landscaping to enhance
streetscapes.
Policy 2.9.3 Fencing treatment shall be designed to be
aesthetically pleasing.

Policy Consistency Discussion
be designed with convenient, safe, and efficient pedestrian circulation routes
throughout the Project area.
Consistent. The FVCSP provides standards and guidelines for residential
developments to be located within the Project area. Implementation of the FVCSP
would provide further guidance for the planned development of residential uses in
compliance with City goals and policies.
Consistent. The FVCSP includes design guidelines for all development within the
Project area which promote, preserve, and enhance the visual character and
aesthetic quality of existing and proposed development.

Consistent. The Project provides design guidelines for the development of
roadways and streetscapes within the Project area. Streetscape improvements to
existing streets are required to provide attractive and compatible environments for
planned and high value existing environments. Buildings shall be designed to
orient frontages and facades towards all roadways, and fence design shall be
compatible with architecture and character of the Project area.

Policy 2.9.4 Buildings shall present fully finished facades
on all sides visible from freeways or streets.
Goal 2.10 Safe and attractive pedestrian facilities.
Policy 2.10.1 Provide pedestrian corridors for
convenience and recreation.
Policy 2.10.2 Enhance pedestrian facilities in nonresidential areas.

Consistent. The FVCSP includes guidelines that ensure the safe, efficient, and
convenient design of pedestrian circulation routes and requires that all
sidewalks/walkways shall be designed to a minimum of 5 feet in width. In addition,
the design of public open spaces, such as plazas, shall be oriented near
pedestrian circulation routes, transit centers, commercial workplace districts, and
other high pedestrian traffic locations.

Policy 2.10.3 Provide for transit user safety and
convenience.
Goal 2.11 Safe and attractive parking facilities throughout
the City.
Policy 2.11.1 Minimize the visual impacts of commercial
and industrial surface parking.
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Consistent. Under the Project, the development of parking facilities within the
Project area shall be oriented to the rear of the development and sited to
minimized impacts from viewing areas (i.e., roadways, pedestrian corridors, open
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Table 3.7-1.

SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Policy 2.11.2 Improve the appearance and convenience
of rear parking lots in commercial districts.

Policy Consistency Discussion
spaces, etc.) while ensuring convenience. Surface parking and structures shall be
illuminated and signed to increase safety.

Goal 2.12 Enhance the City’s economic base and
business environment.

Consistent. Implementation of the FVCSP would encourage and enhance
economic development within the Project area by providing varied land use
opportunities and accompanying flexible development regulations to promote an
infusion of new high profile commercial and light industrial centers, increase
visibility of a vibrant revitalized community from the I-405 corridor, attract local
employees to become new City residents of the Workplace Neighborhood District,
improve mobility within the Project area, and integrate efficient and economical
commutes within the City’s transportation network.

Goal 2.14 Manage growth and development to insure the
maintenance or improvement of the existing quality of life
in Fountain Valley.

Consistent. A primary goal of the FVCSP is to maintain or enhance the quality of
life within the City, with an emphasis on the needs and the safety of City residents
and visitors. Individual development projects would require approval of the City and
payment of fees to support and enhance the City’s fire protection services. In
addition, it is not anticipated that implementation of the Project would adversely
affect public safety, fire and emergency medical services due to appropriate
existing policies and standards established to maintain adequate response time
and service ability.

Policy 2.14.1 Meet community needs in the City for public
safety, law enforcement, and fire prevention by providing
adequate resources for prevention, detection,
investigation and response to calls for service.
Policy 2.14.2 Work with water services, sewer and flood
control agencies to ensure the adequate maintenance of
infrastructure facilities and provision for future
maintenance and possible replacement or repair of such
facilities.

Consistent. Development within the Project area would conform to City goals and
policies aimed to protect and enhance public services and City infrastructure. As
discussed in Section 3.5, Infrastructure and Public Facilities Responsibility, of the
FVCSP, developers will have a fair-share responsibility for either: 1) the
construction of necessary improvements required in this EIR or other subsequent
project-level environmental documents concurrent with project development, or 2)
funding of necessary improvements if constructed by other developers. The City
will determine and administer the fair-share responsibility for the public facilities
improvements, including sewer, water, drainage, roads, and traffic controls.

Policy 2.14.3 Maintain streets, sidewalks, alleys, storm
drains and sewers in a clean, safe and operational
condition.

Consistent. Refer to discussion of consistency with Principle 1 of the SCAG
Compass/Growth Visioning Principles.

Policy 2.14.4 Achieve an integrated, balanced, safe and
efficient transportation system that accommodates the
demand for movement of people, goods and services.
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Table 3.7-1.

SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Policy Consistency Discussion

Policy 2.14.6 Ensure proper disposal of solid waste.

Consistent. Solid waste disposal services are currently provided by Rainbow
Environmental Services. As discussed in Section 3.12, Utilities and Infrastructure,
Rainbow Environmental Services operates its facilities in conformance with
applicable federal, state, and local solid waste disposal regulations. Individual
developers within the Project area will be required to ensure the proper disposal of
solid waste.

Policy 2.14.7 Provide for sufficient park, recreation, and
community service opportunities through Fountain Valley
to meet the needs of existing and future residents and
workers.

Consistent. The proposed FVCSP identifies standards and regulations relating to
the provision of open space, pursuant to regulations established in the City
General Plan for the provision of public and private open spaces for specific land
use designations. Redevelopment of the Project area under the FVCSP would
result in the provision of additional bike lanes and cyclist facilities, as well as
establishment of additional open spaces utilized for recreational use in each district
of the Project area.

Fountain Valley General Plan – Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Element
Goal 4.1 Provide park and recreation opportunities that
enable residents of all ages to use their leisure time in a
rewarding, relaxing and creative manner.
Policy 4.1.2 Continue to develop neighborhood and
community parks as well as special facilities such as
interpretive nature parks, and bicycle or hiking trails.
Policy 4.1.4 Maintain landscaping in parks, parkways and
medians.
Policy 4.1.6 Dead and missing trees will be replaced and
additional trees will be added where possible.
Policy 4.1.7 Ensure that neighborhood parks meet the
particular needs of the residents they serve.
Policy 4.1.8 Provide for pedestrian and bicycle trails as
linkages between open space and recreation facilities
within the community.

Consistent. Currently, the Project area does not provide any private, public, or
quasi-public park spaces or recreational areas available to the residents or visitors
of the City. Implementation of the FVCSP would integrate public and private open
space and recreational use areas within the Project area, requiring at least one
primary public open space larger than 0.5 acre within each area of the FVCSP. A
list of provisions and open space regulations are provided in Section 2.6, Open
Space Regulations, of the FVCSP (Appendix C). These provisions define and
regulate the amount, type, shape, location, and features of private and public open
spaces developed under the FVCSP. Furthermore, the FVCSP identifies
circulation improvements targeted to promote and provide pedestrian mobility
between FVCSP districts and proposed open space/recreational areas. Due to
development requirements for the provision of open space, implementation of the
Project would be consistent with City policies regarding provision, protection, and
preservation of parks, recreational uses, and open spaces.

Policy 4.1.9 Provide family oriented activities and
community opportunities to the citizens of Fountain Valley.
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Table 3.7-1.

SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Goal 4.3 Conserve, protect and enhance the natural
resources in Fountain Valley.
Policy 4.3.1 Ensure the optimal use and support of the
natural resources in the City for the benefit of all present
and future citizens of the City.

Policy Consistency Discussion
Consistent. The FVCSP establishes policies, guidelines, and regulations for
redevelopment of the Project area, which require the protection and conservation
of the City’s existing natural resources. Implementation of the Project would not
result in substantially adverse impacts to aesthetic, biological, cultural, geological,
or hydrologic resources. In addition, the FVCSP provides policies, guidelines, and
requirements to ensure development within the Project area occurs in a manner
that promotes conservation of scarce resources and sustainable practices.

Fountain Valley General Plan – Conservation Element
Goal 5.1 Conserve, protect and enhance the natural
resources in Fountain Valley to ensure their optimal use
and support to the benefit of all present and future citizens
of the City.

Consistent. The City and Project area are largely developed and contain no
notable natural resources. Implementation of the FVCSP would result in
redevelopment of existing industrial and commercial uses for residential and
mixed-use developments. As development in FVCSP occurs, projects would be
required to integrate planted trees, open spaces, and landscaped areas into the
overall project design.

Goal 5.2 Protect Fountain Valley’s existing and future
water resources.

Consistent. The Project recommends and encourages the use of water
conservation techniques, including the use of drought tolerant landscaping, rooftop
gardens, and rainwater capture systems for all development within the Project
area. Furthermore, the FVCSP requires that all development adhere to the rules
and regulations established in Title 21.20.050(c) of the FVMC.

Policy 5.2.1 Conserve scarce water resources.
Policy 5.2.2 Work with federal, State and County
governments and agencies to maintain and improve the
quality of local and regional groundwater resources
available to the City.
Goal 5.3 Minimal soil erosion.
Policy 5.3.1 Reduce soil erosion from wind and water.

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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Consistent. As described under Impact HYD-2, construction activities under the
Project would involve site preparation and demolition, including excavation and
grading of existing developed areas and would only slightly alter onsite drainage.
Due to existing federal, state, and local policies, the Project would be required to
comply with the requirements of the City’s NPDES permit, which would require the
review of project plans prior to the issuance of any grading or development
permits. As the Project would be subject to review by the City for detailed site
design and construction activities as well as subject to compliance with sections of
the FVMC regulating urban runoff and stormwater discharge, the Project would be
required to reduce potential onsite erosion from construction and operational
activities. Therefore, the Project is considered consistent with General Plan goals
and policies designed to reduce soil erosion.
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SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Goal 5.4 Conservation of Fountain Valley’s biological
resources.
Policy 5.4.1 Conserve and enhance biological resources
by facilitating development in a manner which reflects the
characteristics, sensitivities and constraints of these
resources.
Goal 5.5 Energy conservation.
Policy 5.5.1 Facilitate the conservation of scarce energy
resources.
Policy 5.5.2 The City will encourage the use of alternative
energy sources, including passive solar, in industrial,
commercial and residential development.

Policy Consistency Discussion
Consistent. As described in this EIR and the Initial Study (Appendix A), the Project
area is fully urbanized and does not contain natural habitats or significant biological
resources. The Project area contains a number of healthy, mature trees within
landscaped areas that provide some habitat for residential and migratory bird
species. The Project includes development standards consistent with Chapter
12.04.040, Injuring or Interfering with Tree, of the FVMC that regulates the cutting,
trimming, planting, pruning, removing, injuring, or interfering with trees, shrubs, or
plants on streets, parkways, or public spaces to enhance their preservation.
Consistent. The FVCSP encourages the use of energy saving measures and green
building techniques, including the LEED Green Building Rating System, the
National Association of Homebuilders Model Green Home Building Guidelines, and
future ordinances or guidelines as they become available, in all developments
within the Project area. In addition, the FVCSP includes development guidelines
requiring the application of smart, energy efficient designs when not in conflict with
existing local, regional, or federal building regulations.

Fountain Valley General Plan – Public Safety Element
Goal 6.1 Minimize hazards to public health, safety and
welfare resulting from natural and man-made hazards.
Policy 6.1.1 Improve the City’s ability to respond to large
scale emergencies.

Goal 6.2 Minimize hazards to public health, safety and
welfare resulting from geotechnical hazards.
Policy 6.2.1 The City shall promote increased public
awareness regarding seismic safety.
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Consistent. The Project would comply with City policies and regulations requiring
evaluation of potential natural and man-made hazards, including hazards from dam
failure, ground shaking, flooding, and fire. As described in Section 3.3, Geology
and Soils, Section 3.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 3.6,
Hydrology and Water Quality, the Project would not result in the introduction of or
increase in the potential for occurrence of natural or man-mad hazards.
Furthermore, the Project would not significantly adversely affect the ability for City
fire, police, medical, or other emergency responders to service the City (Refer to
Impact PUBS-1).
Consistent. All new structures constructed in the Project area would be required to
adhere to the most current building standards of the FVMC and Fountain Valley
Building Code, which adopts California Building Code standards by reference with
local amendments. Adherence to the Fountain Valley Building Code, specifically to
the seismic design and construction parameters, would ensure the maximum
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SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Policy 6.2.2 Coordinate and cooperate with other
agencies within the County to assist in the mitigation of
geologic and seismic hazards.

Goal 6.3 Minimize risk and damage from flood hazards
within the City.
Policy 6.3.1 Maintain siting and development standards to
reduce risk and damage from flood hazards within the
City.
Policy 6.3.4 Minimize the adverse effects of urbanization
upon drainage and flood control facilities.
Goal 6.4 Minimize fire losses and damage within the City.
Policy 6.4.1 Increase the Fire Prevention Division’s ability
to provide service and effectiveness in delivering and
administering programs to both the Department and the
community.
Policy 6.4.2 Enhance the City’s fire protection
capabilities.
Goal 6.5 Effective management and disposal of
hazardous waste on a Citywide level.
Policy 6.5.1 Cooperate with federal and State hazardous
waste management plans to protect the health and
welfare of the public, the environment and the economy of
the City of Fountain Valley through comprehensive
programs that ensure safe and responsible management
of hazardous waste and materials.

Policy Consistency Discussion
practicable protection available for all structures constructed within the Project area
and their occupants and visitors. Applicants for new projects within the Project area
would be required to prepare and submit a site-specific geotechnical report for
review and approval by the City’s Building and Safety Division. Geotechnical
reports would be required to identify design requirements for structures and
foundations to reduce risk from geotechnical hazards such as earthquakes,
liquefaction, ground shaking, subsidence, etc.
Consistent. As described in Section 3.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, the Project
is located within the area of inundation in the event of a 500-year storm, but would
not expose people or development to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death from
flooding. In addition, the Project area is largely protected from flooding by both the
Fountain Valley Channel and the channelized Santa Ana River. As the Project
would not pose a risk to flooding, nor does it present impacts to drainage or flood
control facilities, the Project would be consistent with these goals and policies of
the General Plan.
Consistent. Projects constructed under the FVCSP would be built in compliance
with the City of Fountain Valley General Plan Public Safety Element and the 2004
Huntington Beach/Fountain Valley Hazard Mitigation Plan including all applicable
building, fire, and emergency response plans. Individual development projects
would require approval of the City and payment of fees to support and enhance the
City’s fire protection services. In addition, it is not anticipated that implementation
of the Project would adversely affect fire and emergency medical services due to
appropriate existing policies and standards established to maintain adequate
response time and service ability.
Consistent. As described in Section 3.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
development within the Project area would be required to comply with federal,
state and local requirements for the proper storage, handling, and transportation of
hazardous materials and wastes as well as requirements for regulated materials
that could produce toxic gases. Permitted facilities would also be required to follow
requirements for reporting and remediation should release of hazardous materials
or waste occur.

Policy 6.5.2 Ensure the effective management and
disposal of hazardous waste on a Citywide level.
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SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Goal 6.6 A safe and secure environment for the City’s
resident, workers and visitors.
Policy 6.6.1 Enhance the City police protection
capabilities.
Policy 6.6.3 The Police Department will continue to
review development proposals to determine the impacts of
such development on emergency services.

Policy Consistency Discussion
Consistent. The Project would be required to comply with all applicable rules and
regulations, including the chapters of the FVMC and City development review
procedures. The City Planning and Development Department would review
proposed developments within the Project area and provide specific
recommendations related to public safety. In addition, the Project would comply
with the policies of the City General Plan designed to ensure effective and rapid
response to all emergencies throughout the City.

Fountain Valley General Plan – Noise Element
Goal 7.1 Protect public health and welfare by eliminating
existing noise problems and preventing significant
degradation of the future acoustic environment.

Consistent. The Project would result in revitalization of a largely built-out Project
area. The Project would provide an opportunity to transition land uses, by
permitting mix commercial, office, and residential uses in an area currently
developed with office, industrial, and warehouse uses. As described in Section 3.8,
Noise, no significant long-term impacts to noise would result from implementation
of the Project due to the existing noise levels and negligible changes in the
operation noise environment. A significant short-term impact may result from
construction related activities under the FVCSP. However, implementation of MM
N-1 would require preparation of a Construction Noise Management Plan to reduce
construction related-noise levels and impacts to surrounding land uses. Site
specific projects developed in the FVCSP would comply with the policies and
regulations of the City for the control of construction and operational noise and
may be subject to additional CEQA review to ensure noise-related effects are
sufficiently mitigated.

Policy 7.1.1 Incorporate noise considerations into land
use planning decisions.
a) Establish acceptable limits of noise for various land
uses throughout the community. The City adopts the noise
standards presented in Figure 7-9 which identify interior
and exterior noise standards in relation to specific land
uses; particularly residential areas, schools, hospitals,
open space preserves and parks. The standards specify
the maximum noise levels allowable for new
developments impacted by noise sources operating in
public or quasi-public property.

Consistent. The FVCSP would serve as a planning document intended to guide
redevelopment of the Project area in a manner consistent with the goals and
regulations of the City. Individual projects under the FVCSP would be subject to
the policies of the City General Plan and the regulations established in the FVMC
for the control of noise within the City. Each project would be subject to appropriate
review processes by authoritative agencies prior to approval and initiation of
development activities, including the identification of potential impacts resulting
from stationary and mobile noise sources and the mitigation or management of
such impacts. Each project would be subject to review by the City prior to issuance
of any building permits to ensure the projects comply with City policies and
regulations.
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SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)

Policy
b) The City may require an environmental and noise
impact evaluation for projects if determined necessary by
the Environmental Review Committee. Should noise
abatement be necessary, the City shall require the
implementation of mitigation measures based on a
detailed technical study prepared by a qualified acoustical
engineer.
c) The City shall consider establishing a periodic noise
monitoring program to identify progress in achieving noise
abatement and to perform necessary updating of the
noise element and community noise standards.
d) The City shall minimize potential transportation through
proper design of street circulation, coordination of routing,
and other traffic control measures.

Policy Consistency Discussion

Policy 7.1.2 Establish measures to reduce noise impacts
from traffic noise sources.
a) The City may require the construction of barriers to
mitigate sound emissions where necessary or where
feasible. Barriers shall not have gaps or openings.
Wherever possible, freeway walls shall not stop short of
bridge overcrossings but shall continue until meeting with
the walls supporting the bridges. Without prevention,
openings or gaps could render the sound walls ineffective.
b) The City shall insure the effective enforcement of City,
State and federal noise levels by all appropriate City
divisions.
c) The City shall actively advocate noise control
requirements for all new motor vehicles.

Consistent. Refer to consistency analysis for Fountain Valley General Plan – Noise
Element, Policy 7.1.1.

Policy 7.1.3 Establish measures to control nontransportation noise impacts.
a) The City shall enforce the Fountain Valley Noise
Ordinance to mitigate noise conflicts between adjacent
land uses. The Noise Ordinance establishes noise limits
that cannot be exceeded at the property line. The Noise
Ordinance, because it is a City statute, can only control

Consistent. Refer to consistency analysis for Fountain Valley General Plan – Noise
Element, Policy 7.1.1.

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

3.7-29

3.7 Land Use and Planning Policies

Table 3.7-1.

SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)

Policy
noise generated on private property. Therefore, the
primary function of the Noise Ordinance is to control
stationary noise sources and construction noise.
b) The City shall evaluate noise generated by construction
activities, and subject them to the requirements of the
Noise Ordinance.
c) The City shall establish and maintain coordination
among the City agencies involved in noise abatement.
d) The City shall insure the effective enforcement of City,
State and Federal noise levels by all appropriate City
divisions. The City shall provide quick response to
complaints and rapid abatement of noise nuisances within
the scope of the City’s police powers.
e) The City shall coordinate with the California
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(Cal/OSHA) to provide information on and enforcement of
occupational noise requirements within the City.
f) The City shall coordinate with the County of Orange to
ensure that special events in Mile Square Park adhere to
adopted noise standards and ordinances to minimize
noise impacts surrounding neighborhoods.

Policy Consistency Discussion

Fountain Valley General Plan – Air Quality Element
Goal 8.1 Air quality which meets the standards set by the
State and Federal governments.
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Potentially Consistent. The FVCSP is designed to establish policies and
regulations to guide development of the Project area in a manner that promotes
mixed-use development, enhances pedestrian and bicycle networks, promotes
multi-modal transportation, encourages sustainable economic growth, and reduces
traffic congestion. As described in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.4,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, implementation of mitigation measures MM AQ-1a
through 1e and AQ-2, construction and operation of the proposed Project would
not result in ensure that air quality pollutant or GHG emissions not that would
exceed established South Coast Air Basin and National Ambient Air Quality
Standard criteria pollutant thresholds. Individual development projects under the
FVCSP would be required to adhere to regional, state, and federal standards for
air quality emission requirements. Furthermore, MM GHG-1 would require
incorporation of specific measures into Project design to ensure consistency with
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SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Policy Consistency Discussion
adopts statewide plans and programs regarding transportation GHG emissions,
energy efficiency, water conservation, and solid waste management to reduce
GHG emissions. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would result in
consistency with established air quality regulations.

Policy 8.1.2 Achieve conformance with mandated
pollution reduction plans, congestion management plans,
and transportation demand management plans.

Consistent. Implementation of the Project would not result in the emission of
criteria air quality pollutants or GHGs beyond acceptable federal, state, and local
thresholds. The Project is consistent with SCAQMD’s AQMP. See Impact AQ-3
within Section 3.2, Air Quality. The Project would implement several measures,
and require implementation of additional measures or management
practices/designs for individual development projects, which are consistent with
mandated pollution reduction plans and policies to reduce air quality emission. As
described in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, the Project
would not conflict with the Orange County Congestion Management Plan, nor
would it conflict with the City’s Trip Reduction and Travel Demand Management
Ordinance. Consistency with these plans is addressed and discussed in terms of
City intersection and roadway operations in Impacts T-2 (City intersections), T-4,
and T-5, which were found to be less than significant after mitigation. While
potential impacts would occur to local roadways and intersection, the Project would
be required to implement mitigation measures provided in Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic. The finding of significant transportation
impacts to facilities within Caltrans’ jurisdiction does conflict with any applicable
congestion management plan or transportation demand management plan. With
implementation of these measures, project impacts to transportation and
circulation would be less than significant, and the Project would be consistent with
applicable management plans.

Policy 8.1.3 Promote the use of the bus, rail, high
occupancy vehicles and other forms of transit to reduce
pollutants.

Consistent. Development under the Project shall promote and provide alternative
transportation by improving pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities and circulation
within the Project area.

Policy 8.1.4 Cooperate with other jurisdictions in the
South Coast Air Basin to reduce the number of vehicle
trips, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and reduce traffic
congestion.

Consistent. The FVCSP would guide development within the Project area, which
includes measures to promote and ensure walkability design, increased multimodal transportation alternatives, mixed-use development, workplaceneighborhood development districts, and other site development features aimed
towards reducing the amount of vehicle miles traveled and reducing traffic
congestion.
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SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)
Policy

Policy Consistency Discussion

Policy 8.1.5 Reduce polluting emissions through reduced
energy consumption.

Consistent. The FVCSP serves and a framework and planning document to guide
development of the Project area. The FVCSP includes policies, guidelines, and
recommendations to promote energy efficient designs and Best Management
Practices to reduce and/or eliminate wasteful energy consumption. Furthermore,
development under the FVCSP would be required to adhere to the requirements of
the California Green Building Standards Code and California Energy Code.

Fountain Valley General Plan – Housing Element
Policy 1.e Provide public services and improvements that
enhance and create neighborhood stability.

Consistent. The proposed FVCSP would guide redevelopment of the Project area
to support mixed-use development and establishment of residential communities
within close proximity to regional employment centers and commercial
developments. Included within the FVCSP are policies and guidelines for the
development of public services and neighborhood improvements to support
establishment of communities and promote neighborhood stability and design.

Goal 2 Promote and encourage the development of a
variety of housing opportunities to accommodate current
and projected households.

Consistent. Implementation of the Project would result in the construction of an
estimated 491 housing units of varying form and design (e.g., townhouse, mid-rise
apartment, mixed-use housing). Development within the Project area would be
aligned with the goals of the FVCSP, including the Community Objectives provided
in Section 1.1 of the FVCSP. These objectives guide development in a manner
consistent with City identified housing needs and quantified objectives.

Policy 2.a Promote the construction of additional dwelling
units to accommodate Fountain Valley’s share of regional
housing needs in accordance with adopted land use
policies.

Consistent. The FVCSP provides several community oriented objectives designed
to guide development of the Project area. Community Objective 7 of the FVCSP is
designed to help satisfy the unmet housing demand within the City and states:
“In formats and locations compatible with workplace settings, enable housing
development that helps meet ‘niche’ demand from seniors/empty nesters,
younger workers and small families looking for compact and convenient
housing – who prioritize close proximity to shopping, dining, entertainment, and
work. Its presence will also make successful experiential retail more likely”.

Policy 2.c Promote and encourage the use of innovative
construction methods, design standards, lot
configurations, and energy conservation techniques which
will facilitate the production of quality, affordable and
3.7-32

In addition, the Project would guide development in a manner consistent with
applicable City land use policies.
Consistent. The purpose of the FVCSP is to serve as a planning document to
guide development of an area largely developed with industrial, commercial, and
warehouse uses. While the FVCSP does describe specific design, the FVCSP
provides goals, policies, and requirements for the development of planned
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SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)

Policy
attractive new housing which varies in type, design, form
of ownership, and size, and is compatible with abutting
development.

Policy Consistency Discussion
residential units. In addition, the FVCSP provides for the implementation of unique
or innovative designs, and the use of energy conservation or green building
technologies.

Policy 2.e Promote development of compatible mixed-use
projects with residential components at medium to high
densities within commercial designations, where
determined appropriate.

Consistent. The Project would facilitate development of compatible mixed-use
projects through redevelopment of the Project area. Implementation would result in
the development of 491 mixed-density residential units within a portion of the
existing commercial and industrial zoned areas of the City.

Policy 2.f Continue to utilize Planned Community districts
or specific plans to allow and promote a variety of lot sizes
and housing types in new development.

Consistent. The Project is a specific plan designed to revitalize the Project area to
promote and allow for a variety of housing types, densities, and mixed-uses.

Fountain Valley General Plan – Growth Management Element
Goal 1 Reduce traffic congestion.

Consistent. The Project would guide new development in a manner which
promotes existing pedestrian and bicycle networks, streetscape designs,
walkability designs, and encourages or enhances multi-modal transportation.
Where potential impacts resulting from buildout of the Project are anticipated,
Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, provides mitigation measures
designed to reduce impacts and improve circulation systems within the City’s
jurisdiction.

Goal 2 Ensure the provision of adequate transportation for
existing and future residents of the City.

Consistent. The Project includes design guidelines and regulations for the
development and provision of new streets, as well as the improvement of existing
streets. The policies and regulations established under the FVCSP would improve
upon the existing transportation network for the existing and future residents of the
Project area and City, including improvements to facilities for pedestrians,
bicyclists, and transit riders as discussed in greater detail in Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.

Policy 1 Traffic Level of Service: Level of Service (LOS)
“D” is the target standard for intersections under sole
control of the City. To achieve this, it is the policy of the
City that within three years of the issuance of the first
building permit for a development project or within five
years of the first grading permit for said development,
whichever comes first, that the necessary improvements
to transportation facilities to which the project contributes
measurable traffic, are constructed and completed to

Potentially Consistent with Mitigation. Implementation of the Project would result in
the operation of several intersections at an LOS “E” or worse. However, Section
3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, provides for the implementation of
necessary measures which would mitigate these impacts and ensure the operation
of intersections at LOS “D” or better.
However, the intersections of MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard
(Intersection #13) would operate at LOS E under both Cumulative and Cumulative
With Project conditions. Implementation of the Project would add additional traffic
volumes to this intersection and exacerbate this condition. However, this policy
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SCAG and General Plan Policy Consistency Summary (Continued)

Policy
attain Level of Service (LOS) “D” at the intersection under
sole control of the City.

Policy Consistency Discussion
applies solely to intersections located within City jurisdiction, and the MacArthur
Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard intersection is located within the jurisdiction of the
City of Costa Mesa. Therefore, the City may find the Project to be consistent with
this policy. Additionally, as noted above under Impact LU-2, the City acknowledges
that a project may still be consistent with the General Plan as a whole, even if it is
unable to achieve a vehicular LOS D or better at all intersections. Further,
implementation of the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts
to the intersection of Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps
(Intersection #15), under existing and cumulative conditions. However, given this
project is located under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, City LOS policies would not
apply, and identification of a significant and unavoidable impact at this intersection
would not result in inconsistency with this policy.

Policy 2 Development Mitigation: It is the policy of the
City that all new development pay its share of regional
traffic mitigation. The City shall impose an impact
mitigation fee for improvements within its boundaries and
to work with other jurisdictions through Inter-Jurisdictional
Planning Forums to determine minimally acceptable
impact fee levels for application within the Growth
Management Area.

Consistent. The Project would be required to adhere to City requirements for the
payment of development and mitigation fees designed to reduce traffic congestion
and improve circulation systems within the jurisdiction of the City.
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NOISE
This section describes the existing noise environment and evaluates the potential noise and
vibration impacts that could result from the proposed Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
(FVCSP) Project (Project) as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as well
as by the City’s regulations, policies, and design guidelines. Data for this section was taken from
the City of Fountain Valley General Plan Noise Element (1995), Land Use Element (1995), and
the Fountain Valley Municipal Code (2016). This analysis addresses both short-term
construction-related impacts as well as long-term operational noise impacts of land use changes
that would occur as a result of implementing the Project.
This section of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR has been revised to reflect changes in the
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Fehr
& Peers (Appendix E) in April 2017 and amended in September 2017. The updated TIA has
been provided to include analysis of additional cumulatively considered approved, pending, or
recently completed projects that have been identified after release of the pre-recirculation Final
EIR in April 2017. Revisions provided in section of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR include
expanded analysis of cumulative Project noise impacts to account for an updated list of
cumulative projects, as well as provide revisions and clarification in the text of section to
address public comments and concerns that were raised following release of the draft prerecirculated Final EIR. Revisions to the TIA in December 2017 to account for revised plans for
improvement to the Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramp (see Section 8.0,
Response to Comments) have not resulted in the need for revised analysis of Project-related
traffic noise, as revised intersection improvements have not affected assumptions regarding the
volume or distribution of Project-generated or cumulative traffic.

Environmental Setting
Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise
Sound is technically described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) and frequency (pitch) of the
sound. The standard unit of measurement of the loudness of sound is the decibel (dB). Since
the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequencydependent rating scale has been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity. The A-weighted
decibel scale (dBA) performs this compensation by discriminating against frequencies in a
manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear.
Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound that is heard by people or wildlife and that
interferes with normal activities or otherwise diminishes the quality of the environment.
Prolonged exposure to high levels of noise is known to have several adverse effects on people,
including hearing loss, communication interference, sleep interference, physiological responses,
and annoyance. The noise environment typically includes background noise generated from
both near and distant noise sources as well as the sound from individual local sources. These
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can vary from an occasional aircraft or train passing by to continuous noise from sources such
as traffic on a major road.
Decibels are based on the logarithmic scale. The logarithmic scale compresses the wide range
in sound pressure levels to a more useable range of numbers in a manner similar to the way
that the Richter scale is used to measure earthquakes. In terms of human response to noise,
studies have indicated that a noise level increase of 3 dBA is barely perceptible to most people,
a 5 dBA increase is readily noticeable, and a difference of 10 dBA would be perceived as a
doubling of loudness (Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. 2006). Everyday sounds normally range
from 30 dBA (very quiet) to 100 dBA (very loud). Examples of various sound levels in different
environments are shown in Table 3.8-1.
Table 3.8-1.

Representative Noise Levels

Common Outdoor Activities
Power Saw

Noise Level
(dBA)
—110—

Jet Fly-over at 100 feet
Subway

Common Indoor Activities
Rock Band
Crying Baby

—100—

Gas Lawnmower at 3 feet
Rail Transit Horn/ Tractor

—90—

Jack Hammer
Rail Transit At-grade (50 mph)

Food Blender at 3 feet
—80—

Garbage Disposal at 3 feet

—70—

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet

Noisy Urban Area during Daytime
Gas Lawnmower at 100 feet
Rail Transit in Station/ Commercial
Area
Heavy Traffic at 300 feet

Normal Speech at 3 feet
—60—

Sewing Machine

Air Conditioner
Quiet Urban Area during Daytime

Large Business Office
—50—

Dishwasher in Next Room
Refrigerator

Quiet Urban Area during Nighttime

—40—

Theater, Large Conference Room
(background)

—30—

Library

Quiet Suburban Area during
Nighttime
Quiet Rural Area during Nighttime

Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall
(background)
—20—
Broadcast/Recording Studio
—10—

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing

—0—

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing

Source: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 1998.
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Several noise metrics have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of community noise
on people. Because environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the
effect of noise upon people is largely dependent upon the total acoustical energy content of the
noise, as well as the time of day when the noise occurs. The equivalent energy noise level (Leq)
is a measure of ambient noise, while the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is a
measure of community noise. Each noise rating scale applicable to this analysis is defined as
follows:
•

Leq (equivalent energy noise level) is the average acoustic energy content of noise for a
stated period of time. Thus, the Leq of a time-varying noise and that of a steady noise are
the same if they deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear during exposure. For
evaluating community impacts, this rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the
noise occurs during the day or the night.

•

CNEL (Community Noise Equivalent Level) is a 24-hour average Leq with a 5 dBA
“weighting” during the hours of 7:00 PM to 10:00 PM and a 10 dBA “weighting” added to
noise during the hours of 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM to account for noise sensitivity in the
evening and nighttime, respectively. The logarithmic effect of these additions is that a 60
dBA 24-hour Leq would result in a measurement of 66.7 dBA CNEL. CNEL is often used
due to its utility in identifying noise related sleep disturbance effects, often a key
community concern for increases in noise levels.

•

Ldn (day-night average noise level) is a 24-hour average Leq with a 10 dBA “weighting”
added to noise during the hours of 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM to account for noise sensitivity
in the nighttime. The logarithmic effect of these additions is that a 60 dBA 24-hour Leq
would result in a measurement of 66.4 dBA Ldn.

•

Lmin (minimum instantaneous noise level) is the minimum instantaneous noise level
experienced during a given period of time.

•

Lmax (maximum instantaneous noise level) is the maximum instantaneous noise level
experienced during a given period of time.

Noise levels from a particular source decline (attenuate) as distance to the receptor increases.
Other factors, such as the weather and reflecting or shielding by buildings or other structures,
also intensify or reduce the noise level at a location. A common method for estimating roadway
noise is that for every doubling of distance from the source, the noise level is reduced by about
3 dBA at acoustically “hard” locations (i.e., the area between the noise source and the receptor
is nearly complete asphalt, concrete, hard-packed soil, or other solid materials) and 4.5 dBA at
acoustically “soft” locations (i.e., the area between the source and receptor is normal earth or
has vegetation, such as grass).
Noise from stationary or point sources (including construction noise) is reduced by about 6 to
7.5 dBA for every doubling of distance at acoustically hard and soft locations, respectively.
Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures; generally, a single row of buildings
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between the receptor and the noise source reduces the noise level by about 5 dBA, while a
solid wall or berm can reduce noise levels by up to 5 to 10 dBA. The manner in which older
homes in California were constructed generally provides a reduction of exterior-to-interior noise
levels of about 20 to 25 dBA with closed windows. The exterior-to-interior reduction of newer
residential units is generally 30 dBA or more (Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. 2006).
Vibration
Vibration is sound radiated through the ground. Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by
sources within buildings, such as operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or
slamming of doors. Typical outdoor sources of perceptible ground-borne vibration are
construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads. If a roadway is
smooth, the ground-borne vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. The vibration of floors and
walls may cause perceptible vibration, rattling of items such as windows or dishes on shelves,
or a rumble noise. The rumble is the noise radiated from the motion of the room surfaces. In
essence, the room surfaces act like a giant loudspeaker causing what is called ground-borne
noise. Ground-borne vibration is almost never annoying to people who are outdoors. Although
the motion of the ground may be perceived, without the effects associated with the shaking of a
building, the motion does not provoke the same adverse human reaction. In addition, the rumble
noise that usually accompanies the building vibration is perceptible only inside buildings.
Typically, ground-borne vibration generated by manmade activities attenuates rapidly with
distance from the source of the vibration. Man-made vibration issues are therefore usually
confined to short distances from the source.
The ground motion caused by vibration can be measured as particle velocity in inches per
second (in/sec); in the U.S., this is referenced as vibration decibels (VdB) (Caltrans 2013; Harris
Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. 2006). The vibration level at which continuous vibration is strongly
perceptible is 0.1 in/sec. For incidental ground-borne vibration, 0.035 in/sec is barely perceptible
while 2.0 in/sec is felt severely (Caltrans 2013). General human response to different levels of
ground-borne vibration velocity levels are described in Table 3.8-2 and guidelines for the effect
of vibration levels in structures described in Table 3.8-3.
Table 3.8-2.

Human Response to Different Levels of Ground-borne Vibration
Transient
(in/sec)

Continuous
(in/sec)

Barely perceptible

0.035

0.012

Distinctly perceptible

0.24

0.035

Strongly perceptible

0.9

0.1

2

0.4

Human Response

Severe/Disturbing

Note: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. Continuous/frequent
intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory
pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.
Source: Caltrans 2013.
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Table 3.8-3.

Vibration Thresholds for Potential Structural Damage
Transient
(in/sec)

Continuous
(in/sec)

Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient
monuments

0.12

0.08

Fragile buildings

0.2

0.1

Historic and some old buildings

0.5

0.25

Older residential structures

0.5

0.3

New residential structures

1

0.5

Modern industrial/commercial buildings

2

0.5

Structure and Condition

Source: Caltrans 2013.

Existing Noise Environment
Land uses within the City of Fountain Valley
(City) include a range of residential, commercial,
institutional, and recreational open space areas.
The primary source of ambient noise in the
Project vicinity is associated with roadway traffic
noise. Motor vehicle noise generated by
automobiles, buses, motorcycles, and trucks on
streets is the most common source of sustained
noise levels. The main source of traffic noise
comes from the Interstate 405 (I-405) freeway,
which receives approximately 350,000 vehicle Existing major noise sources in the Project vicinity
trips per day (see Section 3.11, Transportation, include roadway noise generated by approximately
vehicle trips per day on I-405, and between
Circulation, and Traffic) and bisects the Project 350,000
20,000 and 30,000 vehicle trips per day each on
area. Traffic noise is also generated on major Euclid Street and Ellis Avenue, as well as other
streets within the Project area vicinity, typical urban noise sources. Pictured: I-405 bisecting
the Project area.
particularly along Euclid Street and Ellis
Avenue, which receive between 20,000 and 30,000 vehicle trips per day. Noise in the Project vicinity
also occurs from various stationary sources, especially urban-related activities (e.g., mechanical
equipment, parking areas, conversations, etc.) that may represent a single event or a continuous
occurrence.
The Project is located in the light industrial/commercial district in the southeastern portion of the
City. It is bounded by Talbert Avenue to the north, Ward Street to the west, Ellis Avenue to the
south, the Santa Ana River to the east, and is bisected by the I-405 freeway, which runs
southeast to northwest diagonally through the Project area. Euclid Street is a six-lane divided
roadway with no curbside parking. Talbert Avenue is a six-lane divided roadway with no
curbside parking and single-family residences beyond to the north. Ward Street is an undivided
four-lane facility and an undivided two-lane facility from Talbert Avenue to Lawson River Avenue
with a Class II bike line in each direction and no curbside parking and single-family residences
beyond to the west. Ellis Avenue is an undivided four-lane facility with no curbside parking. The
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segment of I-405 traversing through the Project area has 12 lanes, including a high occupancy
lane in each direction, with north and south on- and off-ramps within the Project area. Bus trips
consistently run through the Project area creating additional traffic noise, with multiple stops
along Ellis Avenue, Euclid Street, and Talbert Avenue and peak-hour weekday headways of 30
to 60 minutes.
In order to identify representative existing noise levels in the Project area vicinity, noise data
was gathered from the Hyundai Motor America North American Corporate Campus Project
(Hyundai Project). On February 15, 2011, RBF Consulting conducted noise measurements for
the Hyundai Project at four unique locations around their project site, which coincides with the
northwestern-most corner of the Project area (see Table 3.8-4). Site numbers 1 and 4 are
expected to be representative of noise levels in other parts of the Project area not in close
proximity to I-405, while site numbers 2 and 3 are representative of noise levels in areas near I405. The noise measurements were taken at 10-minute intervals between 9:45 and 11:00 AM.
The predominant source of noise in the Hyundai Project’s study area was traffic along I-405.
While noise measurements were completed in 2011, traffic volume have decreased by 2.1
percent along I-405 to the present year 2015 (Caltrans 2011; Caltrans 2015). This 2.1 percent
decrease in traffic volume would result in a 0.09 dBA decrease to noise measurement values
from 2011 to 2015 where I-405 was the dominant noise source (i.e., sites 2 and 3); however,
given the negligible decrease, the noise measurements completed in 2011 would be applicable
to 2015. These measurements are conservative for 2015 given that traffic counts along I-405,
the dominant noise source in the area, at Euclid have decreased from the year 2011 to 2015.
Table 3.8-4.
Site
#
1
2
3
4

Hyundai Project Noise Measurements
Location

La Perla Avenue, within residential uses to the
north of the site
Southern portion of the site near a parking lot
adjacent to I-405
Southern portion of the site in a parking lot
adjacent to I-405
Northern portion of the site in a parking lot
adjacent to Talbert Avenue

Leq
(dBA)
53.9

Lmin
(dBA)
45.8

Lmax
(dBA)
76.1

Peak
(dBA)
92.5

9:47 AM

70.8

66.2

74.8

100.4

10:11 AM

69.7

64.5

83.7

97.8

10:25 AM

59.1

51.1

75.3

95.3

10:40 AM

Time

Source: City of Fountain Valley 2012.

Noise Sensitive Receptors
Noise sensitive receptors are populations that are more susceptible to the effects of noise than
the population at large. Land uses identified by the City’s General Plan Noise Element as noise
sensitive uses include residential areas, schools, parks, hospitals, rest homes, medical or
mental care facilities, and churches. Such uses can be sensitive to increases in both short-term
and long-term noise due to a range of issues, such as sleep disturbance and disruption of
conversations, lectures or sermons, or decreased attractiveness of exterior use areas, such as
patios, backyards, or parks. Of particular concern is exposure of sensitive receptors to long-term
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elevated interior noise levels and sleep disturbance, which can be associated with health
concerns. The sensitive receptors nearest to the Project area are listed below in Table 3.8-5.
Table 3.8-5.

Noise Sensitive Receptors in Project Vicinity

Type

Name

Residential

Green Valley Neighborhood
Los Alamos Park Neighborhood
Adobe River Avenue Neighborhood
R. Gisler School Neighborhood
James H. Cox School
Schools
Elite Educational Center
Fountain Valley Montessori
Shoreline Christian School
Robert Gisler Elementary School
Diane’s Day Care
Kazuo Masuda Middle School
Fountain Valley Library
Libraries
Moon Park
Parks
Ellis Park
Suburbia Park
Los Alamos Park
Places of Worship Holy Spirit Catholic Church
Shoreline Baptist Church

Distance from
Project Area (feet)
90
150
75
130
1900
2070
2100
875
1400
620
3000
2600
520
1015
845
1742
3700
1140

Direction from
Project Area
North
North West
West
South West
North
North West
West
South West
South West
North West
North
North West
South East
West
East
North West
North
South West

Regulatory Setting
Various standards have been developed to address the compatibility of land uses and noise
levels. The applicable standards to the Project are presented in the following discussion.
Special emphasis is placed on land uses that are considered to be noise sensitive, as
previously discussed.
Federal Policies and Regulations
Occupational Safety and Health Act
Under the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 USC Section 651 et seq.), the U.S.
Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) adopted
regulations (29 CFR Section 1910.95) designed to protect workers against the effects of
occupational noise exposure. These regulations list limits on noise exposure levels as a function
of the amount of time during which the worker is exposed. The regulations further specify
requirements for a hearing conservation program (Section 1910.95(c)), a monitoring program
(Section 1910.95(d)), an audiometric testing program (Section 1910.95(g)), and hearing
protection (Section 1910.95(i)). There are no federal laws governing community noise.
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Federal Highway Administration
Proposed federal or federal-aid highway construction projects at a new location, or the physical
alteration of an existing highway that significantly changes either the horizontal or vertical
alignment, or increases the number of through-traffic lanes, requires an assessment of noise
and consideration of noise abatement per Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 772
(23 CFR Part 772), Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise.
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has adopted Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for
sensitive receivers such as picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sport areas,
parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals when “worst-hour”
noise levels approach or exceed 67 dBA Leq. The California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) has further defined approaching the NAC to be 1 dBA below the NAC for noisesensitive receivers identified as Category B activity areas (e.g., 66 dBA Leq is considered
approaching the NAC).
Federal Noise Control Act (1972)
Public Law 92-574 regulates noise emissions from operation of all construction equipment and
facilities; establishes noise emission standards for construction equipment and other categories
of equipment; and provides standards for the testing, inspection, and monitoring of such
equipment. This Act gives states and municipalities primary responsibility for noise control.
State Policies and Regulations
State Department of Health Services
The California State Office of Noise Control in the State Department of Health Services has
established guidelines to provide a community with a noise environment that it deems to be
generally acceptable. Specifically, ranges of noise exposure levels have been developed for
different land uses to serve as the primary tool a city uses to assess the compatibility between
land uses and outdoor noise (see Table 3.8-6). To achieve a clearly compatible land use/noise
zone, a noise level standard of 60 dBA Ldn is used for the exterior living areas of new singlefamily, duplex, and mobile home residential land uses. A 45 to 65 dBA Ldn noise level standard
is used for the interior and exterior of all new multi-family residential uses. Where a land use is
denoted as “normally acceptable” for the given Ldn noise environment, the highest noise level in
that range should be considered the maximum desirable for conventional construction which
does not incorporate any special acoustic treatment. The acceptability of noise environments
classified as “conditionally acceptable” or “normally unacceptable” depends on the anticipated
amount of time that will normally be spent outside the structure and the acoustic treatment to be
incorporated in the structure’s design.
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Table 3.8-6.

Land Use/Noise Compatibility Matrix

Proposed Land Use Categories
Compatible Land Use Zones (in CNEL)
Categories
Uses
<60 60-65 65-70 70-75 75-80
>80
A
B
C
C
D
D
RESIDENTIAL
Single-family, Duplex, Multiplefamily
Hotel, Motel, Transient Lodging
A
B
B
C
C
D
COMMERCIAL
Regional, District
A
A
A
B
B
C
Commercial Retail, Bank,
COMMERCIAL
Regional, Village, Restaurant, Movie Theater
District, Special
A
B
B
B
C
D
Office Building, Research and
COMMERCIAL
Development, Professional Offices,
INDUSTRIAL
City Office Building
INSTITUTIONAL
A
A
B
B
C
D
Automobile Service Station, Auto
COMMERCIAL
Dealership, Manufacturing,
General, Special
Warehousing, Wholesale, Utilities
INDUSTRIAL,
INSTITUTIONAL
ZONE A – Clearly Compatible: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any
buildings involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation
requirements.
ZONE B – Normally Compatible: New construction or development should be undertaken only after
detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements are made and needed noise insulation features in
the design are determined. Conventional construction, with closed windows and fresh air supply systems
or air conditioning, will normally suffice.
ZONE C – Normally Incompatible: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If
new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements must
be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.
ZONE D – Clearly Incompatible: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken.
Source: City of Fountain Valley 1995.

California Building Standards Code (Title 24)
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations includes Sound Transmission Control
requirements that establish uniform minimum noise insulation performance standards for new
hotels, motels, dormitories, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family
units. Specifically, Title 24 states that interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources shall
not exceed 45 dBA CNEL in any habitable room of new dwellings. Dwellings are to be designed
so that interior noise levels would meet this standard for at least 10 years from the time of
building permit application.
Local Policies and Regulations
City of Fountain Valley General Plan – Noise Element
The Noise Element of the City of Fountain Valley General Plan provides guidance about
acceptable noise levels based on the proposed land use. Based on these standards, which
follow the state guidelines outlined in Table 3.8-6, exterior noise levels of 60 dBA CNEL and
lower are “clearly compatible” for residential and commercial uses. “Clearly compatible” is
defined as the highest noise level that should be considered for the construction of new
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buildings that incorporate conventional construction techniques, but without any special noise
insulation requirements. “Normally compatible” includes the highest noise levels that should be
considered only after detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements are made and
needed noise insulation features are determined.
The Noise Element also addresses the issue of noise by identifying sources of noise in the City
and providing objectives and policies that ensure that noise from various sources would not
create an unacceptable noise environment. Table 3.8-7 identifies the City-adopted interior and
exterior noise standards in relation to specific land uses. The Noise Ordinance places limitations
on noise produced by equipment operation, human activities, and construction. The Noise
Element goals and policies that are relevant to the Project are identified below.
Table 3.8-7.

Fountain Valley Exterior and Interior Noise Standards
Land Use Categories

Categories

Energy Average (CNEL)

Uses

Interior1

Exterior2

Residential

Single-Family, Duplex, Multi-Family

453

60

Commercial
Industrial
Institutional

Hotel, Motel, Transient Lodging

45

604

Commercial Retail, Bank, Restaurant

55

--

Office Building, Research and Development,
Professional Offices, City Office Building

45

--

Manufacturing, Warehousing, Wholesale, Utilities

65

--

Hospital, Schools’ classroom

45

65

Church, Library

45

--

Parks

--

65

Institutional
Open Space

Indoor environment excluding: Bathrooms, toilets, closets, corridors.
2 Outdoor environment limited to: Private yard of single-family, multi-family private patio or balcony which is served by
a means of exit from inside, mobile home park, hospital patio, office patio, park’s picnic area, school’s playground,
hotel and motel recreation area.
3 Noise level requirement with closed windows. Mechanical ventilation system or other means of natural ventilation
shall be provided as of Chapter 12, Section 1205 of the Uniform Building Code.
4 Except those areas affected by aircraft noise.
Source: City of Fountain Valley 1995.
1

Goal 7.1
Protect public health and welfare by eliminating existing noise problems and
preventing significant degradation of the future acoustic environment.
Policy 7.1.1

Incorporate noise considerations into land use planning decisions.

a) Establish acceptable limits of noise for various land uses throughout the community. The
City adopts the noise standards presented in Table 3.8-6 which identify interior and exterior
noise standards in relation to specific land uses; particularly residential areas, schools,
hospitals, open space preserves and parks. The standards specify the maximum noise
levels allowable for new developments impacted by noise sources operating in public or
quasi-public property.
b) The City may require an environmental and noise impact evaluation for projects if
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determined necessary by the Environmental Review Committee. Should noise
abatement be necessary, the City shall require the implementation of mitigation
measures based on a detailed technical study prepared by a qualified acoustical
engineer.
c) The City shall consider establishing a periodic noise monitoring program to identify
progress in achieving noise abatement and to perform necessary updating of the noise
element and community noise standards.
d) The City shall minimize potential transportation through proper design of street
circulation, coordination of routing, and other traffic control measures.
Policy 7.1.2

Establish measures to reduce noise impacts from traffic noise sources.

a) The City may require the construction of barriers to mitigate sound emissions where
necessary or where feasible. Barriers shall not have gaps or openings. Wherever
possible, freeway walls shall not stop short of bridge overcrossings but shall continue
until meeting with the walls supporting the bridges. Without prevention, openings or gaps
could render the sound walls ineffective.
b) The City shall insure the effective enforcement of City, state and federal noise levels by
all appropriate City divisions.
c) The City shall actively advocate noise control requirements for all new motor vehicles.
Policy 7.1.3

Establish measures to control non-transportation noise impacts.

a) The City shall enforce the Fountain Valley Noise Ordinance to mitigate noise conflicts
between adjacent land uses. The Noise Ordinance establishes noise limits that cannot
be exceeded at the property line. The Noise Ordinance, because it is a City statute, can
only control noise generated on private property. Therefore, the primary function of the
Noise Ordinance is to control stationary noise sources and construction noise.
b) The City shall evaluate noise generated by construction activities, and subject them to
the requirements of the Noise Ordinance.
c) The City shall establish and maintain coordination among the City agencies involved in
noise abatement.
d) The City shall insure the effective enforcement of City, state and federal noise levels by
all appropriate City divisions. The City shall provide quick response to complaints and
rapid abatement of noise nuisances within the scope of the City’s police powers.
e) The City shall coordinate with the California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (Cal/OSHA) to provide information on and enforcement of occupational
noise requirements within the City.
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f)

The City shall coordinate with the County of Orange to ensure that special events in Mile
Square Park adhere to adopted noise standards and ordinances to minimize noise
impacts surrounding neighborhoods.

City of Fountain Valley Municipal Code
Fountain Valley Municipal Code Chapter 6.28 (Noise) includes limitations on unnecessary,
excessive, and annoying noises within the City. Section 6.28.040 designates residential districts
as Noise Zone I.
Noise Zone I. All properties located in residential zone districts.
Section 6.28.050 outlines the exterior noise standards for Noise Zone I (Table 3.8-8).
Table 3.8-8.

Exterior Noise Standards in the City of Fountain Valley

Noise
Zone

Time Interval

Leq for 30
cumulative
minutes or
more in any
hour

Leq for 15
cumulative
minutes or
more in any
hour

Leq for 5
cumulative
minutes or
more in any
hour

Leq for 1
cumulative
minute or
more in any
hour

Leq for
any
period
of time

I

7 AM – 10 PM

55 dBA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

75 dBA

10 PM – 7 AM

50 dBA

55 dBA

60 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

Note: In the event the alleged offensive noise consists entirely of impact noise, simple tone noise, speech, music, or
any combination thereof, each of the above noise levels shall be reduced by 5 dBA.
Source: City of Fountain Valley 2016.

Section 6.28.060 outlines the interior noise standards for Noise Zone I (Table 3.8-9).
Table 3.8-9.

Interior Noise Standards in the City of Fountain Valley

Noise
Zone

Time Interval

Leq for 5 cumulative
minutes or more in
any hour

Leq for 1 cumulative
Leq for any period of
minutes or more in
time
any hour

I

7 AM – 10 PM

55 dBA

60 dBA

65 dBA

10 PM – 7 AM

45 dBA

50 dBA

55 dBA

Note: In the event the alleged offensive noise consists entirely of impact noise, simple tone noise, speech, music, or
any combination thereof, each of the above noise levels shall be reduced by 5 dBA.
Source: City of Fountain Valley 2016.

Subsection (c) of Section 6.28.050 and Section 6.28.060 (Exterior and Interior Noise Standards)
of the Noise Ordinance also states in the event the ambient noise level exceeds any of the
noise limit categories set forth in Tables 3.8-8 and 3.8-9, the cumulative period applicable to
said category shall be increased to reflect said ambient noise level. In the event the ambient
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noise level exceeds the fifth noise limit category, the maximum allowable noise level under said
category shall be increased to reflect the maximum ambient noise level.
Section 6.28.070 (Special Provisions) of the Noise Ordinance exempts noise sources
associated with the construction, repair, remodeling or grading of any real property, provided
said activities take place between the hours of 7:00 AM and 8:00 PM Monday through Friday,
9:00 AM through 8:00 PM on Saturday and at no time on Sunday or any legal holiday. For
purposes of this exception the use of saws, buffers, sanders, drills, and sprayers shall be
included, as shall similar activity. Section 6.28.070 also exempts noise sources associated with
the landscape maintenance of real property, provided said activities take place between the
hours of 7:00 AM and 8:00 PM Monday through Friday, 9:00 AM through 8:00 PM on Saturday,
or 9:00 AM through 6:00 PM on Sunday or legal holidays. For purposes of this exception, the
phrase “landscape maintenance of real property” shall include, but not be limited to, the use of
power mowers, edgers, chain saws, trimmers, hedgecutters, and other devices that are not
hand-powered. Leaf blowers shall not be included in said exception and shall be regulated as
provided in Chapter 6.10 of this code, which states that leaf blowers shall not operate between
the hours of 6:00 PM and 8:00 AM Monday through Friday, 6:00 PM and 9:00 AM Saturday, and
no time on Sunday.

Impact Assessment and Methodology
Thresholds of Significance
Appendix G of the 2016 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines provides a set
of screening questions that address impacts related to noise. Specifically, the Guidelines state
that a proposed project may have a significant adverse noise or vibration impact if:
a) The project would increase exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies.
b) The project would increase exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.
c) The project would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.
d) The project would result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, the project would
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels.
f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, the project would expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels.
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Non-applicable Threshold(s):
Thresholds (e) and (f) Public Airport and Private Airstrip: The Project area is not located within
or in the vicinity of a public airport land use plan or a private airstrip. As such, Threshold (e) and
Threshold (f), regarding the potential noise impacts of aviation uses on people residing or
working nearby, requires no analysis or mitigation of impacts and is not discussed in the
analysis below.
Construction Noise Levels
The timing of construction noise impacts is an important factor in determining significance. In
any urban area, residents expect to periodically be exposed to construction noise during normal
working hours on weekdays and for more abbreviated periods on Saturdays (and sometimes
Sundays). As set forth in the previous discussion of the City’s Noise Ordinance, noise sources
associated with construction activities are generally permissible only between 7:00 AM and 8:00
PM on weekdays, and between 9:00 AM and 8:00 PM on Saturdays. Given the fact that
residents of urban areas are used to such temporary construction noise from time to time, the
City does not consider construction activities consistent with these timing limits to constitute
significant environmental effects.
Operational Noise Levels
The CEQA Guidelines do not define the levels at which temporary and permanent increases in
ambient noise are considered “substantial.” A noise level increase of 3 dBA is barely perceptible
to most people, a 5 dBA increase is readily noticeable, and a difference of 10 dBA would be
perceived as a doubling of loudness. However, as the existing level of ambient noise increases,
the allowable level of project-generated noise increases, but the total amount that community
noise exposure is allowed to increase is reduced. This accounts for the unexpected
circumstance wherein project noise exposure which is less than the existing noise exposure can
still cause an impact. As a result, the following noise thresholds are used with respect to
assessing operational roadway noise (Table 3.8-10).
Table 3.8-10. Interior and Exterior Noise Thresholds
Ambient Noise Levels Without Project (Ldn or CNEL)

Threshold (Ldn or CNEL)

< 60 dB

+ 5.0 dB or more

60–65 dB

+ 3.0 dB or more

> 65 dB

+ 1.5 dB or more

Source: Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. 2006.

The justification for the above thresholds is that people already exposed to high noise levels
would notice and be annoyed by a small increase in the amount of noise in their community. In
contrast, if the existing noise levels are already low, a greater change in community noise would
be required for the equivalent level of annoyance (Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. 2006).
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Vibration
The CEQA Guidelines also do not define the levels at which ground-borne vibration or groundborne noise is considered “excessive.” For the purpose of this analysis, ground-borne vibration
impacts associated with human annoyance would be significant if the Project exceeds the
threshold of 0.1 in/sec within 25 feet of any building. Per Caltrans, this threshold corresponds to
the levels at which vibration can cause a “strongly perceptible” degree of human annoyance and
has the potential to cause structural damage in fragile buildings as shown in Table 3.8-2 and
Table 3.8-3.
Methodology
The analysis of potential noise impacts includes an assessment of existing noise conditions and
the Project’s potential to increase noise levels in the City. Data for this section was based on a
review of current noise standards and noise assessment methodologies, including the City of
Fountain Valley Noise Element and Noise Ordinance, and the Federal Transit Administration’s
Transit Noise and Impact Assessment document. The methodology and assumptions used for
the analysis of noise impacts that could result from implementation of the Project are detailed
below.
Construction Noise Levels
Construction-related noise levels are estimated based on the Project’s anticipated construction
equipment inventory, estimated duration of construction, and distance between the Project
construction site and sensitive receptors.
Construction noise levels were estimated using data published by the U.S. Department of
Transportation (U.S. DOT). The U.S. DOT has compiled data regarding the noise-generating
characteristics of typical construction activities (see Table 3.8-11).
These noise levels would diminish rapidly with distance from the construction site, at a rate of
approximately 6 dBA per doubling of distance as equipment is generally stationary or confined
to specific areas during construction. For example, a noise level of 86 dBA measured at 50 feet
from the noise source to the receptor would reduce to 80 dBA at 100 feet from the source to the
receptor, and reduce by another 6 dBA to 74 dBA at 200 feet from the source to the receptor.
The noise levels from construction at the offsite sensitive uses can be determined with the
following equation from the Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment, Final Report:
Leq = Leq at 50 feet – 20 Log(D/50)
Where: Leq = noise level of noise source, D = distance from the noise source to the receptor, Leq
at 50 feet = noise level of source at 50 feet.
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Table 3.8-11. Noise Ranges of Typical Construction Equipment
Construction Equipment

Noise Levels in dBA Leq at 50 Feet

Pile Driver

95-101

Auger Drill Rig

80-85

Front Loader

73–86

Trucks

82–95

Cranes (moveable)

75–88

Cranes (derrick)

86–89

Vibrator

68–82

Saws

72–82

Pneumatic Impact Equipment

83–88

Jackhammers

81–98

Pumps

68–72

Generators

71–83

Compressors

75–87

Concrete Mixers

75–88

Concrete Pumps

81–85

Back Hoe

73–95

Tractor

77–98

Scraper/Grader

80–93

Paver

85–88

Note: Machinery equipped with noise control devices or other noise-reducing design features does not generate the
same level of noise emissions as that shown in this table.
Source: Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. 2006.

Operational Noise Levels
Because traffic is the primary component of the noise environment in the City and in the vicinity
of the Project area, operational noise levels due to roadway noise were considered in terms of
traffic impacts related to the Project. The change in peak roadway noise levels in and adjacent
to the Project area were calculated using maximum peak hour trip volumes projected for primary
roadway corridors within the Project vicinity. These volumes were based upon the Traffic Impact
Analysis (TIA) prepared for the Project (see Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and
Traffic and Appendix E). The resulting changes in roadway noise levels were then compared to
applicable CEQA and City thresholds to assess noise impacts related to traffic volumes. Noise
projections are derived based on the percentage change in traffic volume; where fleet mix,
roadway configuration, and speed limit remained constant. Noise generated from Project
stationary sources is estimated based on the typical dBA levels generated from urban uses,
such as heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment, delivery trucks, and other
common uses (see Table 3.8-1).
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Vibration Levels Associated with Construction Equipment
Ground-borne vibration levels resulting from construction activities occurring within the City
were estimated using the 2013 Caltrans Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance
Manual. Potential vibration levels are identified for onsite and offsite locations that are sensitive
to vibration, including nearby residences. Caltrans provides thresholds of significance for
vibration and methodology for calculating vibration levels at distances from generation. Vibration
levels at the offsite sensitive uses were determined with the following equation: 1
PPVProjected = PPVRef (25/D)n
Where: PPVRef = reference PPV at 25 feet; D = distance from equipment to the receiver in feet;
n = 1.1 (a recommended conservative value pertaining to attenuation rate of vibration through
ground).

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact N-1 Description
N-1

Construction of the Project could result in significant temporary noise impacts
to nearby noise-sensitive receptors (Less than Significant with Mitigation).

Construction activities would produce increased noise levels that would impact surrounding
noise-sensitive uses. The precise construction timeline for the Project depends on the timing of
entitlements and permit processing. For the purposes of this Environmental Impact Report
(EIR), construction activity for the Project is assumed to begin in early 2018 with an estimated
completion in early 2035. The Project’s construction activities and estimated durations are as
follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Demolition – 257 days
Site Preparation – 180 days
Grading – 400 days
Building Construction – 4,077 days
Architectural Coating – 409 days

All phases of construction would involve the use of heavy equipment. Construction activities
would also involve the use of smaller power tools, generators, and other equipment that are
sources of noise. Haul trucks using the local roadways would generate noise as they move
along the road. Table 3.8-11 indicates the anticipated noise levels of construction equipment
noise levels. Each stage of construction would involve a different mix of operating equipment,

1

Caltrans 2013, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, Equation 12.
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and noise levels would vary based on the amount and types of equipment in operation and the
location of the activity.
Existing noise-sensitive uses in close proximity to the Project area include the surrounding
residential uses, the closest being the Green Valley Neighborhood to the north, Los Alamos
Park Neighborhood to the northwest, Adobe River Avenue Neighborhood to the west, and the
R. Gisler School Neighborhood to the southwest. Approximate noise levels anticipated to occur
at these nearby sensitive uses due to Project construction activities are shown in Table 3.8-12.
Table 3.8-12.

Estimated Outdoor Construction Peak Noise Levels
Distance from
Project Area
(feet)

Peak Noise Level from
Construction (dBA Leq)

Green Valley Neighborhood

90

92.9

Los Alamos Park Neighborhood

150

88.5

Adobe River Avenue Neighborhood

75

94.5

R. Gisler School Neighborhood

130

89.7

James H. Cox School

1900

66.4

Elite Educational Center

2070

65.7

Fountain Valley Montessori

2100

65.5

Shoreline Christian School

875

73.1

Robert Gisler Elementary School

1400

69.1

Diane’s Day Care

620

76.1

Kazuo Masuda Middle School

3000

62.4

Fountain Valley Library

2600

63.7

Moon Park

520

77.7

Ellis Park

1015

71.9

Suburbia Park

845

73.4

Los Alamos Park

1742

67.2

Holy Spirit Catholic Church

3700

60.6

Shoreline Baptist Church

1140

70.8

Noise-Sensitive Receptor

Note: Noise levels at offsite sensitive uses were determined with the following equation from the Harris Miller Miller &
Hanson Inc. 2006 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Final Report: Leq = Leq at 50 feet – 20
Log(D/50), where Leq = noise level of noise source, D = distance from the noise source to the receiver, Leq at
50 feet = noise level of source at 50 feet. Noise levels have been rounded up to the nearest whole number.
Peak noise levels calculated from Table 3.8-1, Noise Ranges of Typical Construction Equipment.
Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1971.

Maximum noise levels could reach as high as 94.5 dBA at the exterior of noise-sensitive receptors
in proximity to the Project area during construction activities. According to the City’s Municipal Code,
Section 6.28.050, exterior noise standards for residential zones can reach up to 75 dBA from 7:00
AM to 10:00 PM, and up to 70 dBA from 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM for any period of time (see Table 3.88). Because maximum noise levels could exceed maximum allowable levels, increased noise levels
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during construction would be considered a potential adverse impact for neighboring sensitive
residential uses.
However, pursuant to the City’s Municipal Code Section 6.28.070 (Special Provisions), noise due
to construction activities would be exempt from the Noise Ordinance between the hours of 7:00 AM
and 8:00 PM on weekdays and 9:00 AM and 8:00 PM on Saturdays, with no construction activities
permitted on Sundays or legal holidays.
Adherence to the Municipal Code Section 6.28.070 and compliance with the mitigation below would
reduce short-term construction noise impacts by requiring mobile equipment to be muffled and
requiring best management practices for hauling activities. In addition, Project construction is
temporary and sensitive receptors would not be exposed to significant construction noise levels over
an extended period of time. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measures
To further reduce the noise levels resulting from construction of the Project for offsite noisesensitive uses, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented: 2
MM N-1
Construction Noise Management Plan. A Construction Noise Management
Plan shall be prepared by the Applicant and approved by the City prior to Grading Permit
issuance. The Plan would address noise and vibration impacts and outline measures that would
be used to reduce impacts. Measures would include but not be limited to:
•

•

To the extent that they exceed the applicable construction noise limits, excavation,
foundation-laying, and conditioning activities shall be restricted to between the hours of
7:00 AM and 10:00 8:00 PM Monday through Friday, and 9:00 AM and 8:00 PM
Saturdays, in accordance with Section 6.28.070 of the Fountain Valley Municipal Code.
The Applicant’s construction contracts shall require implementation of the following
construction best management practices (BMPs) by all construction contractors and
subcontractors working in or around the Project area to reduce construction noise levels
from all construction projects occurring under the Specific Plan:
o The Applicant and its contractors and subcontractors shall ensure that all
construction equipment, fixed or mobile, is properly muffled according to
manufacturer’s specifications or as required by the City’s Building and Safety
Division, whichever is the more stringent.
o The Applicant and its contractors and subcontractors shall place noisegenerating construction equipment and locate construction staging areas away
from sensitive uses, where feasible, to the satisfaction of the Building and Safety
Division.

The text of MM N-1 has been revised since release of the pre-recirculation Final EIR to provide consistency in
proposed noise mitigation and the noise regulations provided in Section 6.28.070 of the Fountain Valley Municipal
Code.
2
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o

The Applicant and its contractors and subcontractors shall implement noise
attenuation measures which may include, but are not limited to, noise barriers or
noise blankets to the satisfaction of the City’s Building and Safety Division.
• The Applicant’s contracts with its construction contractors and subcontractors
shall include the requirement that construction staging areas, construction
worker parking and the operation of earthmoving equipment within the Project
area, are located as far away from vibration- and noise-sensitive sites as
possible. Contract provisions incorporating the above requirements shall be
included as part of the Project’s construction documents, which shall be
reviewed and approved by the City.
• The Applicant shall require by contract specifications that heavily loaded
trucks used during construction shall be routed away from residential streets
to the extent possible. Contract specifications shall be included in the
proposed Project’s construction documents, which shall be reviewed by the
City prior to issuance of a grading permit.
• Meetings shall be coordinated with the management of neighboring
residential areas such as Green Valley Neighborhood, Los Alamos Park
Neighborhood, Adobe River Avenue Neighborhood, and R. Gisler School
Neighborhood to seek solutions to minimize noise impacts. Additionally,
neighboring residents would be notified of the construction schedule and
upcoming high level noise events.
• Property owners and occupants located within 500 feet of the boundary of a
construction project occurring under the Specific Plan shall be sent a notice,
at least 15 days prior to commencement of construction of each phase,
regarding the construction schedule of the Project. A sign, legible at a
distance of 50 feet, shall also be posted at the construction site. All notices
and signs shall be reviewed and approved by the City prior to mailing or
posting and shall indicate the dates and duration of construction activities, as
well as provide a contact name and a telephone number where residents can
inquire about the construction process and register complaints.

Residual Impact
Although construction of the Project would generate noise levels that exceed the established
exterior noise limits for the City, MM N-1 would require that construction activities be consistent
with Section 6.28.070 of the City’s Municipal Code. Further, construction-related noise is
intermittent in nature and would not generate continuous noise levels above the Municipal Code
standards. Under mitigation measure MM N-1, the implementation of noise attenuation measures
may include the use of noise barriers (e.g., sound walls) or noise blankets. As a general rule, a
sound wall is able to reduce noise by 5 dBA. In addition, the requirement that construction staging
areas and earthmoving equipment be located as far away from noise and vibration-sensitive land
uses as possible would also reduce construction-related noise levels. Further, MM N-1 would
ensure that haul trucks associated with construction activities are routed away from residences as
feasible. Implementation of mitigation measure MM N-1 would reduce noise impacts associated
with construction activities resulting from implementation of the Project to less than significant.
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Impact N-2 Description
N-2

Construction of the Project would require the use of equipment that would
potentially result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or ground-borne noise levels (Less than Significant).

Construction of the Project would occur in phases that would include demolition, site
preparation, grading, building construction, and architectural coating. During construction,
ground-borne vibration would be generated from various types of construction equipment such
as loaded trucks, jack hammers, and bulldozers.
Periods of high vibration levels would occur primarily during demolition and construction of
foundation. Vibration levels would decrease as the distance between the vibration source and
the receptor increases, and would vary depending on the soil type, ground strata, and
construction characteristics of the sensitive receptor buildings.
There are no fragile historic structures in close proximity to the Project area that could be
affected by construction vibration. Ground-borne vibration from construction activities could
potentially be felt by surrounding sensitive uses such as the nearby residential neighborhoods.
However, vibration levels at the closest sensitive receptors would not exceed the threshold of
0.1 in/sec (see Table 3.8-13). Therefore, ground-borne vibration impacts would be less than
significant.
Table 3.8-13. Estimated Peak Construction Vibration Levels at Sensitive Receptors
Construction
Activity
Large Bulldozer
Loaded Trucks
Jackhammer
Small Bulldozer

Source: Caltrans 2013.

Reference Vibration Level at
25 feet; in/sec
0.089
0.076
0.035
0.003

Vibration Level at
75 Feet; in/sec
0.027
0.022
0.010
0.001

Vibration Level at
90 Feet; in/sec
0.022
0.019
0.009
0.001

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact N-3 Description
N-3

Operation of the Project would potentially result in a significant increase in
ambient noise levels due to increased traffic and associated noise (Less than
Significant).

The Project would increase traffic in the area, contributing to the area’s noise levels. According
to the updated 2017 TIA (see Appendix E), the Project is expected to generate 907 net new
trips in the AM peak hour, and 849 net new trips in the PM peak hour. Intersection traffic
volumes were analyzed in the TIA to determine Project impacts on a number of local
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intersections. Based on the percent change in traffic volumes resulting from Project conditions,
the change in traffic noise levels on nearby streets would range from 0.04 dB (1 percent
increase) to a maximum increase of 0.88 dB (22.5 percent increase) as shown in Tables 3.8-14
and 3.8-15.
Table 3.8-14. Noise Impacts from Project-related Traffic AM Peak Hour

Intersection
1. Brookhurst St/Warner Ave
2. Euclid St/Warner Ave
3. Ward St/Slater St
4. Euclid St/Slater St
5. Newhope St/Slater St
6. Bushard St/Talbert Ave
7. Brookhurst St/Talbert Ave
8. Ward St/Talbert Ave
9. Hyundai Way/Talbert Ave
10. Euclid St/Talbert Ave
11. Newhope St/Talbert Ave
12. Mount Washington St/Talbert Ave
13. Harbor Blvd/MacArthur Blvd
14: Fairview St/MacArthur Blvd
15. Euclid St/I-405 NB Ramps/Newhope St
16. Euclid St/Condor Ave
17. Brookhurst St/Ellis Ave
18. Ward St/Ellis Ave
19. I-405 SB Ramps/Ellis Ave/Euclid St
20. Brookhurst St/Garfield Ave
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017.

Existing
Traffic
Counts
(2015)
6774
6287
2926
4377
2684
3581
5491
2975
2394
4577
3921
3613
6256
5636
3329
2737
4509
3352
3492
3731

Existing +
Project Traffic
Counts (2015)
6845
6405
3046
4452
2738
3636
5545
3223
2498
4767
4145
3762
6387
5746
3881
3307
4650
3850
4279
3806

% Change
Change
with
with Project
Project
in dB
1
1.9
4.1
1.7
2
1.5
1
8.3
4.3
4.2
5.7
4.1
2
2
16.6
20.8
3.1
14.9
22.5
2

0.04
0.08
0.17
0.07
0.09
0.06
0.04
0.35
0.18
0.18
0.24
0.17
0.09
0.09
0.67
0.82
0.13
0.60
0.88
0.09

The values in Tables 3.8-14 and 3.8-15 represent changes to ambient noise levels attributable
to the Project. Comparing changes attributable to the Project, differences in ambient noise
would constitute an imperceptible difference in the noise environment. The maximum noise level
increase would be less than 1 dB in any location, which would not trigger any level of
significance. Therefore, noise impacts from vehicle trips generated by the Project would be less
than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
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Table 3.8-15. Noise Impacts from Project-related Traffic PM Peak Hour

Intersection
1. Brookhurst St/Warner Ave
2. Euclid St/Warner Ave
3. Ward St/Slater St
4. Euclid St/Slater St
5. Newhope St/Slater St
6. Bushard St/Talbert Ave
7. Brookhurst St/Talbert Ave
8. Ward St/Talbert Ave
9. Hyundai Way/Talbert Ave
10. Euclid St/Talbert Ave
11. Newhope St/Talbert Ave
12. Mount Washington St/Talbert Ave
13. Harbor Blvd/MacArthur Blvd
14: Fairview St/MacArthur Blvd
15. Euclid St/I-405 NB Ramps/Newhope St
16. Euclid St/Condor Ave
17. Brookhurst St/Ellis Ave
18. Ward St/Ellis Ave
19. I-405 SB Ramps/Ellis Ave/Euclid St
20. Brookhurst St/Garfield Ave
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017.

Existing
Traffic
Counts
(2015)
7281
6414
3126
4509
3617
3727
6544
3759
3046
5260
4904
4660
6879
6272
3672
2924
5172
3226
3357
4377

Existing +
Project Traffic
Counts (2015)
7373
6570
3237
4627
3680
3791
6608
4092
3249
5587
5195
4866
7034
6408
4292
3538
5336
3629
4114
4463

% Change
Change
with
with Project
Project
in dB
1.2
2.4
3.6
2.6
1.8
1.8
1
8.9
6.7
6.2
5.9
4.4
2.3
2.2
16.9
21
3.2
12.5
22.5
1.9

0.05
0.10
0.15
0.11
0.08
0.08
0.04
0.37
0.28
0.26
0.25
0.19
0.10
0.09
0.68
0.83
0.14
0.51
0.88
0.08

Impact N-4 Description
N-4

Operation of the Project could result in exposure of persons to excessive
ground-borne vibration or noise levels (Less than Significant).

Operation of the Project would incrementally contribute new noise sources that would
incrementally increase noise levels. The noise sources that may be present during operation of
the Project include delivery and trash trucks, mechanical equipment, and typical parking lot
activities, as discussed below.
Truck Deliveries and Trash Hauling
During operation of the Project, the onsite retail, commercial, industrial and residential uses
would involve the delivery of goods and trash hauling. Two noise sources would be identified
with delivery and trash hauling operations: the noise of the diesel engines of the semi-trailer
trucks and the backup beeper alarm that sounds when a truck is put in reverse, as is required
and regulated by Cal/OSHA. The noise generated by idling diesel engines typically ranges
between 64 and 66 dBA Leq at 75 feet. This noise would be temporary in nature, typically lasting
no more than 5 minutes. Backup beepers are required by Cal/OSHA to be at least 5 dBA above
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ambient noise levels. These devices are highly directional in nature, and when in reverse, the
trucks and the beeper alarm would be directed towards the structure the truck would be serving.
Thus, sensitive receptors surrounding the Project area would not be directly exposed to noise
from onsite delivery operations created by the Project. Further, loading noise would occur
occasionally and blend with the noise environment from existing activity, including truck loading
and unloading, vehicles entering and exiting the Project area, and garbage collection. Given the
existing noise environment, noise impacts related to deliveries and trash hauling would be less
than significant.
Daily operations of the Project are not anticipated to generate excessive levels of ground-borne
vibration. Occasionally, vibration could occur as a result of truck travel to and from the Project
area for periodic deliveries. However, such incidences would be temporary in nature and would
not be expected to exceed 0.1 in/sec, which is below the level for potential damage to fragile
structures. No substantial sources of ground-borne vibration would be introduced as part of the
Project; therefore, operation of the Project would not expose sensitive receptors onsite or offsite
to excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels, and this impact would be less
than significant.
Mechanical Equipment
The Project would require the use of HVAC units. Large HVAC systems associated with the
Project could result in noise levels that average between 50 and 65 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the
equipment. However, noise from mechanical equipment associated with operation of the Project
would be required to comply with the state Building Code requirements pertaining to noise
attenuation. Mechanical equipment would not be located on the side of any building which is
adjacent to a residential building on the adjoining lot unless it can be shown that the noise would
comply with the City’s exterior noise standards. Therefore, mechanical equipment noise
associated with operation of the Project would be below the established standards and would be
less than significant.
Parking Areas
Parking lots and garages can be a source of annoyance to neighboring uses due to the
instantaneous maximum sound levels generated by a car door slamming, automobile engine
start-ups and acceleration, and the potential activation of car alarms. Parking garages can
generate Leq noise levels of between 49 dBA Leq (tire squeals) to 74 dBA Leq (car alarms) at 50
feet. Due to the relatively high level of traffic noise along streets surrounding the Project area,
normal daytime parking area noise would not likely be audible due to the masking of noise by
traffic on nearby roadways. Therefore, noise impacts relating to parking operations of the
Project would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
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Cumulative Impacts
Development of the Project in conjunction with future cumulative projects would potentially result
in an increase in construction-related and traffic-related noise, as well as onsite stationary noise
sources in the City.
Construction-Related Cumulative Impacts
Construction of the Project would potentially overlap with other future projects in the immediate
vicinity. It should be noted that the Applicant has no control over the timing or sequencing of future
development projects that may occur within the immediate vicinity of the Project area. Therefore,
any quantitative analysis that assumes multiple, concurrent construction projects would be entirely
speculative. Construction-period noise and ground-borne vibration for the Project and each future
development project (that has not yet been approved or built) would be localized.
Based on a September 2017June 2016 review of the City’s current projects, Table 3.0-2,
Cumulative and Concurrent Project List, there are three projects approved or pending in close
proximity to or within the Project area, as well as potential for development of the 1,017,000-sf
Southpark Specific Plan Sakioka Site, that could result in temporary cumulative increases in noise
levels and ground-borne vibration levels at the same sensitive receptors as the Project. These
projects are located at 17900 Newhope Street (Costco Expansion), 10955 Ellis Avenue
(Electronic Message Center Sign), I-405 from State Route 73 (SR-73) to I-605 (Orange County
Transportation Authority [OCTA]/ Caltrans I-405 Improvement Project), and 11049 Southpark
Street (Southpark Specific Plan Sakioka Site). It is reasonably foreseeable that construction
projects in the Project vicinity could occur proximate to one another with sometimes concurrent or
overlapping schedules, temporarily elevating noise levels in the immediate area. During the time
that these cumulative projects are being constructed, the Project vicinity could experience
substantial increases in daytime noise levels, resulting in potentially significant cumulative noise
impacts. However, noise is not strictly additive, and a doubling of noise sources would not cause a
doubling of noise levels, but rather could result in a perceptible noise increase over a single
source. Further, such increases in noise levels would be temporary due to the nature of
construction. It is assumed that construction of these cumulative projects would be limited to
daytime hours, consistent with the City’s Municipal Code restrictions.
The cumulative contribution of construction of the Project to this noise and vibration environment
would be less than significant after mitigation. Most noise generation from the Project would occur
during demolition and foundation construction and would occur in temporary construction phases.
With the implementation of mitigation measure MM N-1, cumulative construction impacts would
be less than significant.
Operational Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative operational noise impacts could occur primarily as a result of increased traffic on
local roadways due to the Project and related projects within the area. It is anticipated that
additional proposed projects, including development of the Sakioka Site, would add an
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approximately 11 to 13 percent increase in vehicle trips to existing traffic volumes on local
roadways (Fehr and Peers 2017). Using a 13.0 percentage increase in traffic from Existing
without Project to Cumulative without Project, the resulting noise level increase would be 0.53
dBA for all streets. When comparing Existing without Project to Cumulative with Project and
assessing only the largest vehicle trip increase (+35.5 percent at Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street &
Southbound I-405 Ramps), the noise level increase would be 1.3 dBA. This level is less than
any perceptible level to the human ear and does not exceed noise level criteria (an increase of
1.5 dB above existing noise level of 65 CNEL) established for the area, and would therefore not
result in the generation of a cumulatively significant increase in noise levels. The I-405
Improvement Project would be the largest contributor due to increased roadway capacity and
subsequent increased traffic noise. However, as discussed in Impact N-3, the Project itself
would result in an incremental increase in traffic-related noise levels in the area. Cumulative
projects in the area would contribute to increased traffic and related noise levels, primarily on
arterials and major roadways; however, future development would require City planning review
to ensure compliance with City noise policies and regulations. Thus, the Project’s contribution to
cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
The Project would result in minimal operational noise associated with delivery and truck trips,
mechanical equipment, and parking areas as discussed in Impact N-4. It is expected that at
least the nearby Costco Expansion project would also generate noise from these types of
sources. However, each cumulative project that would include these noise sources would
require separate discretionary approval and CEQA assessment, which would address potential
noise impacts and identify necessary attenuation measures, where appropriate. Therefore, this
cumulative impact would be less than significant.
Overall, the Project’s contribution to cumulative noise levels would be maintained at acceptable
levels and impacts would be less than significant.
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3.9

POPULATION AND HOUSING

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) describes the existing and future
population and housing status in the City of Fountain Valley (City). It summarizes regulations
related to population and housing, and assesses the potential effects of the Fountain Valley
Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP) Project (Project) on population and housing, including effects
on City-wide cumulative population and housing growth. To provide regional context for the
Project, this section reviews population and housing trends within the City, and the County of
Orange as a whole.
Assessment of issues associated with population and housing involves analyzing the population,
housing, and jobs growth. The potential for construction of new housing directly increases resident
population, which often generates new economic development that can in-turn stimulate
population growth through new job creation. Population and employment growth in and of itself
does not necessarily create environmental impacts of concern under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), but may generate secondary environmental impacts, such as increased
demands for public services, surpassing of infrastructure capacities, or increased traffic
congestion and resulting air pollutant emissions. These environmental effects related to
population growth are addressed in the applicable sections of this EIR. Economic and housing
growth also relate to sustainable community development issues that may be of concern, such
as maintaining or improving the City-wide and regional jobs-housing balance; providing affordable
and workforce housing to maintain social and economic diversity; and minimizing or reducing
vehicle miles traveled and associated energy demand, air pollution, and greenhouse gas
emissions. This section of the Recirculated Draft EIR has been revised to include additional
information on efforts to secure affordable housing within the City to address public comments
and concerns that were raised following release of the pre-recirculation Final EIR in Section 3.9.1,
Environmental Setting.

3.9.1

Environmental Setting

The Project area occupies 162 acres and currently supports a mix of one- and two-story light
industrial and commercial manufacturing buildings, with no residential uses. The Project area is
bisected by I-405 and roughly bounded by 4- to 6-lane-wide roads. The Project area is a mature
industrial community with generally older, low profile buildings. These buildings have historically
supported non-residential uses, including commercial and light industrial. As discussed further
below, the City currently supports approximately 143,752 square feet (sf) of community retail,
1.44 million sf of warehouse commercial, and 1.39 million sf of office and industrial development.
Office and industrial land uses comprise general office, industrial park, and auto retail. These
uses support 28,869 jobs and 55,313 residents (City of Fountain Valley 2016a). Given the
commercial nature of this community, daytime weekday populations increase as a result of
employees and customers that frequent establishments in the area.
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The following analysis includes a discussion of the existing residential population, housing units,
and employment for the City and the County of Orange.

3.9.1.1

Population

The U. S. Census Bureau and Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) provide
population estimates and projections for the City, County of Orange, and California. The U.S.
Census Bureau provides official population and housing counts every 10 years, which are often
used by other agencies to develop their own estimates and projections. The most recent
decennial Census (U.S. Census) was published in 2010. As part of its long range planning, SCAG
projects anticipated population, household, and employment growth for each jurisdiction in their
planning region. The most recent projections were released in the agency’s 2016-2040 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) Growth Forecast, of which is
based on 2010 U.S. Census data.
United States Census
The U.S. Census Bureau publishes population and housing statistics based on the U.S. Census
and the American Community Survey (ACS). The U.S. Census published every 10 years includes
population and housing data for the entire country. U.S. Census data represents the official count
of the entire U.S. population and is used as the baseline from which most demographic projections
are calculated. The ACS, on the other hand, is conducted every year for a small sample of the
population to provide current information about various social and economic characteristics of
communities, including housing, education, jobs, and more. The ACS includes statistics that are
not included as part of the U.S. Census.
According to the U.S. Census, the City has grown at a slower rate than the County of Orange
over the last 10 years (see Table 3.9-1). In the 2010 U.S. Census, the population of Fountain
Valley was approximately 55,313 people out of a countywide population of 3,010,232. The City
experienced a 0.6 percent increase in population between 2000 and 2010; growing by 335
residents. Orange County, on the other hand, experienced 5.8 percent increased growth from
2000 to 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau 2010).
Table 3.9-1.

U.S. Census Total Population in 2000-2010
2000

City of Fountain Valley
County of Orange

2010

Total Population

54,978

55,313

Growth in previous 10 years

0%

+0.6%

Total Population

2,846,289

3,010,232

Growth in previous 10-years

0%

+5.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2010.

Although the City is located within the County of Orange and accounts for approximately 1.8
percent of the County’s 2010 population, growth patterns in the City tend to be independent from
the County, as evidenced in Table 3.9-1.
3.9-2
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Southern California Association of Governments
SCAG is the federally designated metropolitan planning organization for the Southern California
region, which covers six counties: Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, Imperial, and
Ventura. Furthermore, the City and the rest of Orange County are represented by the Orange
County Council of Governments (OCCOG), which is a voluntary agency established to serve as
a subregional organization to SCAG.
SCAG develops socioeconomic estimates and growth projections including population,
households, and employment for cities in the SCAG region through enhanced forecasting
methods and interactive public outreach. These estimates and projections provide the analytical
foundations for SCAG’s transportation planning and other programs at the regional and small
geographic area level, including the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). In April 2016,
SCAG released their 2016-2040 RTP/SCS Towards a Sustainable Future for public comment,
which includes SCAG’s most recent regional Integrated Growth Forecast (Growth Forecast). The
Growth Forecast represents the most likely growth scenario for the Southern California region in
the future, taking into account a combination of recent and past trends, reasonable technical
assumptions, and local or regional growth policies utilizing 2012 as the baseline year for these
projections. SCAG seeks input from local cities, including the City, to prepare the RTP/SCS and
Growth Forecast. As previously stated, the 2016 Growth Forecast provides growth projections
based on the 2010 U.S. Census.
According to SCAG’s 2016 Growth Forecast, the population of the City is projected to increase
by 5.8 percent from 2012 to 2040, for a total 2040 population of 59,300, while the population of
County of Orange is projected to grow by 12.6 percent over the same period, for a total 2040
population of 3,461,500 (see Table 3.9-2). Similarly, the number of households is projected to
increase by 6.4 percent (1,200 units) in the City and 15.2 percent (152,800 units) in Orange
County, and employment is projected to increase by 14.8 percent (4,500 jobs) in the City and 24.4
percent (372,400 jobs) in Orange County. As seen, growth for all three categories—population,
households, and employment—is projected to increase at a lower rate in the City than in Orange
County.
Table 3.9-2.

SCAG Projected Population, Households, and Employment in 2020 and 2040

City of Fountain
Valley
County of Orange

2012

2020

2040

Change
(2012-2040)

Population

56,000

57,800

59,300

5.8%

Households

18,700

19,300

19,900

6.4%

Employment

30,400

33,300

34,900

14.8%

Population

3,071,600

3,271,100

3,461,500

12.6%

Households

999,500

1,074,700

1,152,300

15.2%

Employment

1,526,500

1,730,400

1,898,900

24.4%

Source: SCAG 2016.
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City of Fountain Valley Population Demographics
Age Distribution

Based on the City’s Housing Element data, the City has a lower percentage of residents under 44
and higher percentage of residents over 45 compared to County of Orange (Figure 3.9-1). As a
trend, Fountain Valley is a maturing community which has experienced an out-migration of young
adults and an aging of Baby Boom generation residents. From 2000 to 2010, the City’s median
age increased from 38.1 to 42.6 years old, which is older and has a greater percent increase
when compared to Orange County’s median age jump from 33.3 to 35.2 years old over the same
period (City of Fountain Valley 2014).

Figure Figure
3.9-1. 3.9-1.
Local and
Relative
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and Regional
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Race and Ethnicity

The 2010 U.S. Census reported that 56.5 percent of Fountain Valley’s population is White,
comparatively lower than Orange County (60.8 percent) and the state (57.6 percent). The second
largest racial demographic in the City was reported as Asian residents, which comprise 33.3
percent of the population, higher than Orange County (17.9 percent) and the state (13 percent).
Approximately 13 percent was reported as Hispanic or Latino, lower than the County (33.7
percent) and the state (37.6 percent). The percentage of the City’s population reported as Black
or African American (0.9 percent) is lower than that of the County’s population (1.7 percent) and
statewide population (6.2 percent). American Indian or Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian or
other Pacific Islander populations comprised 0.7 percent of the City’s population. Approximately
4.4 percent of the City’s residents indicated that they are of “some other race” (City of Fountain
Valley 2016b).
3.9-4
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3.9.1.2

Housing

U.S. Census
According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the City had a housing stock of 19,164 units. This represents
an increase of 691 housing units or 3.7 percent from the 2000 housing stock of 18,473 units
(Table 3.9-3).
Table 3.9-3.

Housing Stock in 2000 and 2010
2000

2010

Change
(2000-2010)

City of Fountain Valley

18,473

19,164

3.7%

Orange County

969,484

1,048,907

8.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2010.

The increase in housing units in the City between 2000 and 2010 (691 housing units) accounts
for the comparable amount of population growth (0.6 percent)that occurred in the City during this
time .
The U.S. Census Bureau also tracks the number of households, which is different from the
number of housing units that counts both occupied and vacant units. A household is defined by
the U.S. Census Bureau as a group of people who occupy a housing unit. Table 3.9-4 shows
housing and household characteristics for the City for the years 2000 and 2010.
Table 3.9-4.

City of Fountain Valley Housing and Households
Housing
Units

Households
(Occupied
Housing Units)

Vacancy
Rate

Population

Average
Persons per
Household

2000

18,473

18,162

1.6%

54,978

3.04

2010

19,164

18,777

2.0%

55,313

2.95

Year

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2010.

As shown in Table 3.9-4, the U.S. Census Bureau reported that the City had 18,777 total
households (occupied housing units) in 2010. This represents an increase of 615 households or
3.3 percent from 2000. The number of households in the City is directly related to the number of
vacant housing units. The City’s vacancy rate in 2010 was 2.0 percent, while in 2000 the vacancy
rate was slightly lower at 1.6 percent. In 2010, the City had an average household size of
approximately 2.95 people per household (pph). The average household size in 2010 remains
nearly unchanged compared to the average household size of 3.02 in 2000 and continues to be
relatively equivalent to the 3.04 average for Orange County. Refer to Table 3.9-4 for a breakdown
of the number of households, population, and average persons per household in the City for both
2000 and 2010.
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Southern California Association of Governments
As discussed above, SCAG has provided projections for the expected number of households in
the City up to 2040 using a base year of 2012. According to their projections for the City, the
number of households is expected to grow to 18,700 in 2020 and 19,900 in 2040. This represents
6.4 percent growth from 2012 to 2040 (see Table 3.9-2 above). SCAG uses these projections to
forecast the number of housing units that will be needed for the region.
SCAG determines the housing growth needs for municipalities within its jurisdiction, which
includes the City, and publishes these determinations in their RHNA. The RHNA does not
necessarily encourage or promote growth, nor does it require the City to build the number of
housing units that it projects (although sufficient opportunity to do so must be provided). Its
purpose is to anticipate population growth, so that collectively the region and subregion will
produce sufficient housing to meet population needs and address social equity, with each
jurisdiction providing its fair share housing needs.
SCAG allocated 358 housing units to the City for the 2014-2021 RHNA planning period, of which
57.8 percent are designated as units for households with extremely low to moderate income
levels. The City’s 2014-2021 Housing Element includes an analysis of its capacity to
accommodate the recommendations provided by SCAG’s RHNA.
City of Fountain Valley Housing Element
California’s Housing Element Law requires that each city and county, when preparing its statemandated Housing Element of a General Plan, develops local housing programs designed to
meet its “fair share” of existing and future housing needs for all income groups. This “fair share”
allocation concept seeks to ensure that each jurisdiction accepts responsibility for the housing
needs of not only its resident population, but also for those households who might reasonably be
expected to reside within the jurisdiction, particularly lower-income households.
The City’s Housing Element reinforces the City’s strong commitment to providing a range of
housing types as well as affordable and workforce housing. The adopted Housing Element
(certified by the state on February 4, 2014) meets the requirement to provide suitable sites
consistent with the RHNA; however, for the 2014 to 2021 planning period, the City’s proposed
quantified objective of 273 new units is lower than the RHNA advised 358 units. Although short
of RHNA recommendation, the Housing Element provides 76.5 percent of its residential buildout
capacity to affordable housing units which exceeds the RHNA recommendations of 57.8 percent
(Table 3.9-5). Further, the City has two properties that are identified for rezoning from A-1
(Agricultural) to R-1 (Single-Family Residential). This rezoning provides for an additional 22 acres
of single-family residential development and a total of approximately 114 units.

3.9-6
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Table 3.9-5.

2014-2021 Regional Housing Needs Assessment and the 2014-2021 Housing
Element Quantified Objective for New Housing Units/Dwelling Units

Type of Unit
(Percent of Area Medium
Income)

RHNAIdentified Need
(2014-2021)

Projects in
the
Pipeline1,4

Vacant/
Underutilized
Land

Total2

RHNA
Needed
Minus Total

Extremely Low Income
(0-30%)

42

128

69

209

(2)

Very Low Income (31-50%)

83

Low Income (51-80%)

59

Moderate Income (81120%)

65

Market Rate (120%+)

151

25

39

64

87

Total

358

153

120

273

85

57.8%

83.6%

69.1%

76.6%

100%

Percent Affordable

3

12

Approved housing units currently underway.
The quantified objective represents a level that the City projects for the 2014-2021 planning period.
3 Includes housing for extremely low through moderate income households.
4 As described below, the 128 units of affordable housing were identified in the City’s 2014-2021 Housing Element
but have since been canceled due to private land use restrictions of the identified site. However, the Housing
Authority and another developer are currently working to identify a new site suitable for affordable housing
development.
Source: City of Fountain Valley 2014.
1
2

Since the City Council’s adoption, and California Department of Housing and Community
Development’s (HCD’s) certification, of the City’s 2014-2021 Housing Element in 2014, a 128-unit
affordable housing project on a 3.96-acre site owned by the Fountain Valley Housing Authority
that was listed in the “Projects in the Pipeline” calculation was cancelled due to a private land use
restriction that requires the land be used only for senior assisted living, not affordable housing.
However, another site in the City and an experienced affordable housing developer have been
identified. The Housing Authority and developer are in the early stages of due diligence and
negotiations regarding development of this project and no formal plans for development or project
approval have yet been submitted to the City. As part of this effort, staff is preparing for
presentation to the City Council an amendment of the current zoning that would allow up to 194
units of affordable housing on the identified site and adjacent parcels, albeit no action of the City
Council related to the proposed zoning change is intended to be prejudged or predetermined.
The City’s quantified objective is based on an evaluation of available resources and represents a
level that the City believes is reasonable given the uncertainty of available resources from the
state and other sources. The Housing Element includes programs that prioritize efforts to
generate new funding sources from local, state, and federal opportunities. The City’s policies and
programs, including zoning regulations and the Affordable Housing Production Program, already
promote the development of extremely low income, very low income, low income, and moderate
income units. While portions of the Project area and City are identified as low-income
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communities, no areas of the City meet the criteria of a disadvantaged community (California Air
Resources Board [CARB] 2017). 1
The average household size in the Project vicinity is similar to that for the City as a whole and
that of Orange County. This can be attributed to the high amount of family households (76.2
percent) relative to nonfamily households (5.3 percent) compared to Orange County (71.4 percent
family and 7.7 percent nonfamily households).
Vacancy
The residential vacancy rate, a translation of the number of unoccupied housing units on the
market, is a good indicator of the balance between housing supply and demand in a community.
When the demand for housing exceeds the available supply, the vacancy rate will be low.
Concurrently, a low vacancy rate drives the cost of housing upward to the disadvantage of
prospective buyers or renters. In a healthy housing market, the vacancy rate would be between
5.0 and 8.0 percent. These vacant units should be distributed across a variety of housing types,
sizes, price ranges and locations within the City. This allows adequate selection opportunities for
households seeking new residences. The overall City vacancy rate was 2.69 as of January 2012.
These rates indicate that the housing market is very tight with little room for buyers or renters to
find a suitable unit or negotiate a lower purchase or rental price (City of Fountain Valley 2014).
Table 3.9-6.

2010 Local and Regional Household and Family Characteristics

Type of Household

City of
Fountain Valley

Orange
County

Number of
Households

% of Total

Number of
Households

% of
Total

Singles

3,451

18.5

207,849

20.9

Family household

14,214

76.2

708,491

71.4

983

5.3

76,441

7.7

18,648

100

992,781

100

Average Household Size

2.95

--

3.02

--

Average Family Size

3.34

--

3.47

--

Nonfamily Households
Total Households

Source: City of Fountain Valley 2014.

3.9.1.3

Employment

According to the 2008-2010 ACS, in 2010 the City’s labor force was 28,869. Of the labor force,
26,571 persons (92 percent) were employed and 2,298 persons (8 percent) were unemployed
(City of Fountain Valley 2016a). Occupations of employed persons vary; 43.4 percent were
employed in management, business, science, and arts occupations; 31.1 percent were in sales
and office occupations; 11.7 percent in service occupations; and the balance were in natural

A disadvantaged community is defined as a community with a median household income of less than 80 percent of
the statewide average annual income.
1
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resources, construction, and maintenance occupations or production, transportation, and material
moving occupations. Major employers in the City include Fountain Valley Memorial Hospital &
Medical Center, Hyundai Motor America, Orange Coast Memorial Hospital, Kingston Technology
Company, and Surefire, LLC (City of Fountain Valley 2014).
Jobs-to-Housing Ratio
The jobs-to-housing ratio in a jurisdiction is an overall indicator of both availability of jobs within
an area, providing residents with an opportunity to work locally, and availability of housing,
providing employees with adequate housing opportunities. Jobs/housing balance can be defined
as a provision of an adequate supply of housing to workers employed in a defined area (SCAG
2001). There is considered to be adequate housing to accommodate the labor market in a city
when the jobs-to-housing ratio is close to 1.0. The jobs to housing ratio is a planning tool used by
a jurisdiction to achieve an appropriate balance of jobs to housing. The City is relatively job-rich,
with 1.5 jobs for every employed resident, which is comparable to the ratio for Orange County.
The 2007-2011 ACS estimates that 18.0 percent of City residents work within the City. An
estimated 84.1 percent of City residents work within Orange County. On average, City residents
travel 25 miles each way to get to their place of employment (City of Fountain Valley 2014). While
the 1.5 jobs-to-housing ratio indicates that the City is a net importer of labor, it should be noted
that housing supply also exists in nearby surrounding communities such as Huntington Beach,
Costa Mesa, and Westminster.

3.9.2 Regulatory Setting
3.9.2.1

Federal Regulations

There are no federal planning regulations that apply to population, housing, and employment.

3.9.2.2

State Regulations

State Housing Element Law
State law (Government Code Sections 65580-6589.8) recognizes the vital role local governments
play in the supply and affordability of housing. Local governments in California are required to
adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical development of the jurisdiction,
including a Housing Element. Housing Element law, enacted in 1969, mandates that local
governments adequately plan to meet the existing and projected housing needs of all economic
segments of the community. The law acknowledges that, in order for the private market to
adequately address housing needs and demand, local governments must adopt land use plans
and regulatory systems which provide opportunities for, and do not unduly constrain, housing
development. Housing Element law also requires the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) to review local Housing Elements for compliance with state law
and to report its written findings to the local government.
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3.9.2.3

Regional Policies and Regulations

Southern California Association of Governments
SCAG determines regional housing needs and the share of the regional needs to be addressed
by Orange County and its constituent cities. SCAG is a Joint Powers Agency and is the designated
Council of Governments, Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), and Metropolitan
Planning Organization for the six-county region of Orange, Los Angeles, Ventura, San
Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial counties. SCAG’s RTP/SCS and RHNA are tools for
coordinating regional planning and housing development strategies in southern California.
Regional Housing Needs Assessment
Under State Housing Element law, local governments, such as the City, and Councils of
Governments, such as SCAG, determine the specific housing needs within their jurisdictions and
prepare a RHNA. SCAG prepares the RHNA for Orange County, of which the City is a part. The
housing needs identified for a particular city are based on four income categories: very low
income, low income, moderate income and above moderate income households. Construction of
new housing is not mandated by state law or by the RHNA. Rather, the RHNA is intended as a
planning tool and a guide to an equitable distribution of housing; the implementing jurisdiction
typically involves significant private-sector investment, planning, and construction to address
state housing requirements.

3.9.2.4

Local Policies and Regulations

City of Fountain Valley Land Use Element
The Land Use Element contains the broadest scope of all components within the General Plan.
It includes a number of goals and policies relating to population, housing, and
economy/employment, some of which are listed below:
Goal 2.0 Maintain and enhance high quality development throughout the City.
Policy 2.1.1 Maintain and continue to enhance high quality mixed use development
throughout the City.
Policy 2.1.2 Encourage variety, quality, consistency, and innovation in land use practice.
Goal 2.6 Improve architectural quality of development within Fountain Valley.
Policy 2.6.1 Promote residential, commercial and industrial development which achieves
harmony without monotony in the built environment.
Policy 2.6.2 Encourage planning and design which is people oriented, sensitive to the
needs of visitors and residents and functionally efficient for its purpose.
3.9-10
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City of Fountain 2014-2021 Housing Element
The Housing Element is mandated by Section 65580 to 65589 of the Government Code. State
Housing Element law requires that each city and county identify and analyze existing and
projected housing needs within its jurisdiction and prepare goals, policies, programs and
quantified objectives to further the development, improvement, and preservation of housing. The
2014-2021 Housing Element adopts a range of housing goals, policies and programs for the City
of Fountain Valley, including the following:
Goal 2.0 Promote and encourage the development of a variety of housing opportunities to
accommodate current and projected households.
Policy 2.a Promote the construction of additional dwelling units to accommodate Fountain
Valley’s share of regional housing needs in accordance with adopted land use policies.
Policy 2.b Promote in fill housing development on vacant land within existing
neighborhoods and recycling of underutilized non-residential parcels.
Policy 2.c Promote and encourage the use of innovative construction methods, design
standards, lot configurations, and energy conservation techniques which will facilitate the
production of quality, affordable and attractive new housing which varies in type, design,
form of ownership, and size, and is compatible with abutting development.
Policy 2.d Encourage new housing construction for homeownership in a mixture of price
ranges.
Policy 2.e Promote development of compatible mixed-use projects with residential
components at medium to high densities within commercial designations, where
determined appropriate.
Policy 2.f Continue to utilize Planned Community districts or Specific Plans to allow and
promote a variety of lot sizes and housing types in new development.
Goal 3.0 Conserve and support affordable housing opportunities in the City.
Policy 3.a Promote and expand affordable home ownership opportunities for lower and
moderate income households in the City.
Policy 3.b Pursue available housing funds provided by Federal, State, private and/or local
sources to preserve affordable housing.
Policy 3.e Conserve the existing stock of rental housing. Limit the proportion of multifamily
housing units permitted to convert to owner-occupied status.
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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Policy 3.f Provide regulatory incentives to encourage the development of affordable
housing.
Program 3.d Promotion of Affordable Housing – The City will continue to support and encourage
the development of housing affordable to lower and moderate income households through
incentives such as density bonuses and expedited processing. The City may also assist with
permitting, offsite improvements, assist with securing federal or state housing financing resources
or other forms of assistance to private developers who propose new construction, mixed-use and
infill projects with affordability components.

3.9.3 Impact Assessment and Methodology
3.9.3.1

Thresholds for Determining Significance

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the 2016 CEQA Guidelines.
For purposes of this EIR, implementation of the Project may have a significant adverse impact on
population and housing if it would:
1. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure);
2. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere; or
3. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere.

3.9.3.2

Methodology

Data for this section was taken from the U.S.
Census Bureau, the City, and SCAG.
Demographic and socioeconomic data from
these sources are relatively consistent;
however, since each of these organizations
uses different methods of data collection
and analysis, data do not always have the
same results and may not represent the
same data year. Accordingly, the
population, housing, and employment
numbers used in this analysis may vary
The Project would implement a core activity center in
proximity to potential residential areas, serving residents
somewhat, depending upon the source
and workers as a gathering place in a new ‘downtown
cited. Despite the variances, the data used
area’.
represent the best available data sources
and provide a meaningful description of the population and housing characteristics of the City.
3.9-12

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

3.9 Population and Housing

This analysis reviews potential land use changes occurring under the Project and considers
whether these changes would result in substantial population, household, and employment
growth particularly in relation to existing conditions and to cumulative growth. The analysis also
addresses the Project’s potential inducement of substantial growth beyond that projected or
currently planned. The EIR also considers potential for changes in population of displacement of
existing housing or residents and the general effect on the City’s jobs-housing balance. Potential
related impacts of population and employment growth on issues such as transportation, public
services, and other issues are addressed throughout the remaining sections of this EIR.

3.9.4 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact POP-1 Description
POP-1

Land use changes occurring under the Project would result in an increase in
population, employment, and visitation to the Project Area. However, this impact
is less than significant.

The Project would guide future land use changes occurring within the Project area through
adoption of development standards and policies, including provisions for new housing and
employment opportunities. The Project would ensure that new development integrates transitoriented mixed land uses, in order to promote sustainable development that supports
complementary population and employment growth with local-serving commercial and housing
uses. The Project would fully implement the adopted Housing Element goal to focus new housing
opportunities and job creation in the City, revitalizing industrial development and incorporating
new development such as affordable and workforce housing, in proximity to a new activity center,
which would provide more safe and sustainable connectivity between land uses for workers and
families who would reside in the future development area. It is projected that the Project would
facilitate approximately 258,011 sf of net new development, in addition to 491 new housing units
within the Project Area.
Housing
Consistent with the City’s Housing Element policies and goals, the Project proposes to continue
the City’s commitment to providing adequate housing for families and individuals of all economic
levels. To meet the needs of the Project area’s future community, new residential units are needed
to accommodate a variety of residents, such as workers, small families, professionals, and
seniors. The Project encourages infill development of new housing within the Project area, which
is currently an industrial-heavy community. The Project also promotes engaging in early
opportunities to partner with local employers in order to build workforce housing so that
employees can live where they work.
As of 2010, there are 18,648 existing housing units in the City (City of Fountain Valley 2016b).
Additionally, there are 153 residential units currently under construction. Land use changes
occurring under the Project would result in the addition of approximately 491 new housing units.
Combining the housing units currently under construction and the housing units proposed within
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the Project Area, this growth would represent an increase in housing of approximately 3.45
percent in the City from its existing levels of 18,648 housing units. The projected increase in
housing would result in a total of approximately 19,292 units, which would be incremental relative
to the existing housing stock in the City (Table 3.9-7).
Table 3.9-7.

Housing Production with Implementation of the Project

Existing Units

Under
Construction

Net New Units
from FVCSP

Total Units with Current
Construction & FVCSP

18,648

153

491

19,292

Source: City of Fountain Valley 2014.

An objective of the Project is to accommodate new housing that helps meet the demand from
seniors, young workers, and small families looking for compact and convenient living in close
proximity to work, shopping, dining, and entertainment. Providing increased housing in the Project
area is also consistent with sustainability policies and strategies set forth in SCAG’s RTP/SCS to
reduce vehicle miles traveled and associated greenhouse gas emissions. As new mixed-use
development within the Project Area evolves, housing demand is also anticipated to grow due to
increased activity and demand for services.
Consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan and the adopted Housing Element,
projected housing development within the Project Area contributes to creating more housing
opportunities for community functioning and minimizing impacts to existing neighborhoods.
Therefore, because the estimated increase in housing would be insignificant relative to the
existing number of housing units in the City and would adhere to City policies to provide adequate
housing, housing impacts would be considered less than significant.
Population
By locating residents in proximity to existing areas within the City, the Project would be consistent
with sustainability policies and strategies set forth in SCAG’s RTP/SCS to reduce vehicle miles
traveled and associated greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, the increase in population that
could potentially occur under the Project is anticipated relative to the existing population in the
Project area. As noted above, the City has an existing population of 55,313 residents and an
average household size of approximately 2.95. When the residential units currently under
construction are completed, this residential population is estimated to increase by 452 residents
to a total of approximately 55,765 within the City.
As identified previously, land use changes occurring under the Project could result in the
construction of up to approximately 491 net residential units. This increase in housing would result
in a net increase in population by approximately 1,444 residents to a total of 57,209 residents
(including units under construction). This growth would represent an increase in population of
approximately 3.43 percent in the City from its existing levels of 55,313 residents. The increase
in population growth would be incremental relative to the existing population in the Project area.
As noted above, a key objective of the Project is to accommodate new housing in proximity to
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transit, retail, dining, and entertainment. In particular, the Project would help meet the high
demand for housing and services generated by residents and workers in the area. Additionally,
the housing demand is anticipated to grow further with increased development and demand for
services within the Project area, therefore new housing in the Project area would be essential to
expanding housing options. Locating residents adjacent to the type of development proposed
within the Project area would align the Project with SCAG’s RTP/SCS sustainability goals.
It should also be noted that the environmental impacts (e.g., traffic congestion, public services
demand) associated with the increase in residential and non-residential population have been
fully addressed in this EIR. Since the estimated increase in population that could potentially occur
for the Project would be insignificant relative to the existing population in the Project area,
population impacts would be considered less than significant.
Employment
Fountain Valley is a suburb city where most of its residents commute to work in other urban areas.
However, in recent years, the City has experienced an increase in commercial jobs with growth
of commercial centers. In 2010, the average time it took City residents to travel to work was 25.1
minutes (City of Fountain Valley 2016a). With no current supply of residential development within
the Project area and the need to address high demand for housing within the Project vicinity with
future development of mixed land uses, the Project aims to expand housing options to adequately
provide space for workers and families who would be centrally located in the Project area. The
Project would result in the addition of approximately 258,011 sf of transit-oriented light industrial,
office, retail, and warehouse commercial uses which would contribute to employment growth in
the Project Area. The City currently supports approximately 28,869 jobs.
Projected employment growth is typically a factor of the related land use in terms of required
square footage per employee. As an example, retail businesses would have different numbers of
employees per square footage than general offices and industrial park. Employment growth in the
Project Area is quantified based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers Generation Factors
for community retail (383 sf per employee), warehouse commercial (781 sf per employee),
general office (304 sf per employee), and industrial park uses (500 sf per employee). As stated
earlier, the City currently supports approximately 143,752 sf of community retail, 1.44 million sf of
warehouse commercial, and 1.39 million sf of office and industrial development. Office and
industrial land uses comprise general office, industrial park, and auto retail. There are
approximately 2,063 jobs that are projected to result from the Project (Table 3.9-8). When
combined with the existing 28,869 jobs in the City, the Project would result in a total of 30,932
jobs. Such employment growth would be consistent with the Project’s goals to create a
sustainable economy through development of a broad mix of retail, entertainment, office, and light
industrial uses in the Project area.
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Table 3.9-8.

Estimated Change in Employment and Population within Project Area

Land Use

Projected Change
in Development
Land Uses (sf)

Generation Rate1
(sf / employee)

Estimated Change in
Workforce/ Population

Community Retail

+134,010

383

+350

Warehouse Commercial

-318,369

781

-408

Auto Retail

-103,537

383

-207

Office General

+785,532

304

+2,584

Industrial Park

-127,783

500

-256

Total

+369,853

--

+2,063

Note: sf = square feet
1Generation rates were obtained from the Institute of Transportation Engineers 2008.

Additionally, it should be noted that the environmental impacts (e.g., traffic congestion, public
services demand) associated with increase in residential and non-residential population have
been fully addressed in this EIR. The Project would be considered beneficial relative to the overall
economic health of the Project area and the City. Potential impacts to employment are therefore
less than significant.
Jobs-to-Housing Ratio
Residential and non-residential development under the Project would result in a City-wide jobsto-housing ratio of 1.6 jobs per housing unit, compared to the City’s existing jobs-to-housing ratio
of 1.5 jobs per unit. From a City-wide perspective, the balance of residential and non-residential
growth permitted would only incrementally affect the existing City-wide jobs-housing balance, with
new development under the Project adversely affecting the City’s jobs-housing balance. However,
the effect would be nominal and, therefore, less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact POP-2 Description
POP-2

Implementation of the Project would not displace substantial numbers of
existing housing or people. Therefore, this impact is less than significant.

Based on a review of existing development in the Project Area and the lack of existing residential
uses, it is anticipated that land use changes occurring in Project area would have no impact on
existing housing or people. The Project area is fully developed and much of the proposed land
use changes would be integrated within the currently industrial-heavy community as relatively
concentrated new development. No demolition of residential uses is anticipated under the Project,
and the overall housing stock of the City would increase with implementation of the Project.
Because the Project does not identify land uses changes in residential areas or the conversion of
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residential neighborhoods to non-residential uses, it is not anticipated that housing or people
would be displaced, and impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.

3.9.4.1

Cumulative Impacts

Determination of potential cumulative impacts to population and housing includes review of the
contribution of projected growth within the Project area compared to the projected growth under
SCAG’s RTP/SCS and the City’s Housing Element, through the year 2035, which is the planning
horizon for the Project (see Table 3.9-2). It should be noted that the proposed Project does not
propose growth, but rather seeks to guide future development of the Project area to allow for
identification of redevelopment and revitalization opportunities and promote reinvestment with a
mix of uses including residential, retail, and office land uses.
Land use changes occurring under the Project would result in up to approximately 491 net new
housing units by 2035. Currently there are no other residential projects planned for the City;
however, when the Project is combined with the 153 housing units that are already under
construction outside of the Project area, the net increase in housing is 644 units, which would
bring the total quantity of housing units in the City to 19,292 units. With the projected housing
increase in the Project Area, the population is estimated to increase by approximately 1,444
residents by 2035. Population increases from the Project, in addition to the residential units
currently under construction are projected to increase the total City population to 57,209 residents.
The estimated increases in housing and population in the Project area by 2035 would both fall
within range of the growth projected for the City by 2040 (see Table 3.9-6). Additionally, City-wide
employment growth resulting from cumulative development projects and the Project would not
exceed RTP/SCS employment projections. Implementation of these cumulatively considered
projects, which would largely consist of employment generating uses, is not anticipated to
significantly increase City or regional population, housing, and employment forecasts. Rather, it
is assumed that many of the employment opportunities generated by these projects would be
filled by the employees that already reside within the region and are accounted for within existing
population, employment, and housing estimates. It is further anticipated that any new demand for
housing generated by these projects would be met by existing available housing supply or would
be included in SCAG’s growth forecasts and RHNA numbers that would inform Housing Element
updates.
In terms of regional population growth, cumulative growth in population, housing, and
employment, the Project represents a small portion of the growth anticipated in Orange County
by the year 2040. Projected population, housing, and employment growth under the Project
through 2035 would be in proportion to rates of growth projected within the City for 2040 by the
SCAG RTP/SCS. While the Project does not directly propose the development of 491 new
residential units, under adoption of the FVCSP it is anticipated that much of the City’s protected
future growth may occur or be accommodated within the Project area due to the largely developed
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and built-out nature of much of the City, relative lack of opportunity for redevelopment, and
anticipated revitalization of the Project area into the City’s core area of civic, commercial, and
neighborhood activities. Additionally, implementation of the Project would not have a cumulatively
considerable contribution to loss of housing or displacement of residents as the Project would not
result in the redevelopment or interference of existing residential development. Thus, the
incremental impact of the Project on County and City-wide cumulative growth would be less than
significant.
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3.10

PUBLIC SERVICES

This section describes existing public services provided by the City of Fountain Valley (City) to
the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP) Project (Project) area (Project area) and
analyzes potential impacts on public services that could result from the Project. Existing public
services were evaluated based on planning documents provided by the City, information
available on agency websites, personal communication with City staff, and previous
Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) prepared for other projects within the vicinity. For
information regarding potable water, wastewater, and solid waste, please refer to Section 3.12,
Utilities, for energy services, please refer to Section 3.13, Energy Conservation, and for
transportation and parking, please refer to Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Revisions provided in this section of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR include expanded
analysis of cumulative Project impacts to account for an updated list of cumulative projects, as
well as provide revisions and clarification in the text of section to address public comments and
concerns that were raised following release of the pre-recirculation Final EIR in April 2017.

3.10.1

Environmental Setting

Public services for the Project area are primarily provided by the City through the following
agencies, which are further described below:
Table 3.10-1. Fountain Valley Public Services
Public Services in Fountain Valley
Fire Protection

City of Fountain Valley Fire Department (FVFD)

Law Enforcement

City of Fountain Valley Police Department (FVPD)

Public Schools

Fountain Valley School District; and Huntington
Beach Union High School District

Library Services

Orange County Public Libraries

Parks and Recreation

City of Fountain Valley Recreation & Community
Services Division
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3.10.1.1

Fire and Emergency Medical Services

Fire protection services are provided to
the Project area through the Fountain
Valley Fire Department (FVFD), an allrisk emergency response agency that
employs 43 employees of which 39 are
sworn personnel. The Emergency
Services operations for the FVFD consist
of 13 firefighting and emergency medical
personnel on duty, 24 hours a day. Each
engine and ladder truck are always
staffed with a captain, an engineer, and
The City is served by two stations that each have three
frontline pieces of fire apparatus, including one fire truck
two firefighter-paramedics. The FVFD
equipped with ladders to reach upper floors up to 100 feet
covers emergency medical services, fire
high (City of Fountain Valley 2016a).
suppression, hazardous material spills,
hazardous conditions, rescue operations, confined space rescue operations, fire
prevention/investigations, and statewide mutual aid response (City of Fountain Valley 2016a).
The City is served by two fire stations, both of which are between 1.0 and 1.3 miles away from
the Project area (Table 3.10-2). Three pieces of fire apparatus operate out of each station; Fire
Station #1 includes one fire truck engine, one Battalion command unit, and one ladder truck,
and Fire Station #2 includes one fire truck engine, one California Governor’s Office of
Emergency Services (Cal OES) engine, and one reserve engine.
Table 3.10-2. Fountain Valley Fire Stations
Station

Location

Distance

Station #1

17737 Bushard Street

1.0 mile west

Station #2

16767 Newhope Street

1.3 miles north

Fire suppression capability for the FVFD is measured via a rating assigned by the nationally
recognized Insurance Service Office (ISO). This ISO rating is derived from a cumulative point
scoring system, which grades the community’s fire suppression delivery system, including fire
dispatch (operators, alarm dispatch circuits, telephone lines available, etc.), fire department
(equipment available, personnel, training, distribution of companies, etc.), and water supply
(adequacy, condition, number, and installation of fire hydrants). Based on this information, the
ISO assigns a classification rating from 1 to 10; Fountain Valley has an ISO rating of 2, which
falls into the ‘superior’ category.
Adequacy of fire protection services may be determined based on average response times to
incidents. The National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) most recently issued updated
standards for response times in the 2016 NFPA 1710 Standards. This standard defines the
minimum criteria for the effectiveness and efficiency of emergency operations to protect the
safety of the public and fire department employees. The NFPA requires fire stations to establish
3.10-2
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an objective of 240 seconds (4 minutes) or less of travel time for the first arriving engine
company at a fire suppression incident or the first responder with an automatic defibrillator or
higher-level capacity at an emergency medical incident; these objectives should be met for at
least 90 percent of incidents (National Fire Prevention Association 2016). The current response
time for fire events in the City as calculated from dispatch to on-scene arrival is within 5
minutes, 90 percent of the time. Fire and emergency service response times in the Project area
may be shorter than for the City as a whole, due to the proximity of both fire stations to the
Project area. The FVFD responded to 4,598 incidents in 2012, including 96 fire events and
3,870 medical emergencies (City of Fountain Valley 2016a).
The City also has automatic aid/ mutual aid agreements with all County fire departments which
include Costa Mesa Fire Department, Huntington Beach Fire Department, and Orange County
Fire Authority. The bordering departments provide response to the closest fire and paramedic
emergencies regardless of jurisdictional boundaries, to assure the fastest response and the best
service for residents of the City (City of Fountain Valley 2016b).
3.10.1.2

Law Enforcement and Police Protection

Police protection and law enforcement are provided to the Project area by the FVPD. The FVPD
is divided into two divisions: the Patrol Division and the Support Services Division. The Patrol
Division consists of uniformed Patrol Officers, K-9 Officers, Police Services Officers, Special
Weapons and Tactics (S.W.A.T) Team Members, School and Community Resource Officers,
Field Training Officers, and a Senior Officer Program. The Support Services Division consists of
the Records Bureau, Dispatch Center, Detective Bureau, Crime Suppression Unit, Crime Scene
Investigation Unit (CSI) Unit, Crime Analysts, a Property and Evidence Clerk, a Personnel and
Training Sergeant, and a Crime Prevention Unit.
The FVPD employs 88 personnel, including 62 sworn officers and 21 non-sworn employees.
The Patrol Division consists of 31 uniformed Police Officers, 7 Sergeants, and 2 Lieutenants
who provide service to the community as first responders. FVPD response time for police
events is calculated from dispatch to on-scene arrival and on average took 5 minutes and 32
seconds for emergency events in 2015. With implementation of a new computer-aided dispatch
and records management system, the FVPD has been collecting and analyzing crime data and
traffic collision data to direct enforcement efforts. In 2015, the FVPD responded to 46,607 calls
for service, addressed 3,046 crime reports, and responded to 731 traffic collisions (City of
Fountain Valley 2016c).
FVPD does not have established response time goals. Current response time to the FVCSP
area as calculated from dispatch to on-scene arrival is approximately 3 minutes 28 seconds for
Priority 1 calls and approximately 4 minutes 51 seconds for Priority 2 calls (City of Fountain
Valley 2016d).
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3.10.1.3

Public Schools

The City is served by four school districts, the Fountain Valley School District Huntington Beach
Union High School District, Garden Grove Unified School District, and Ocean View School
District. There are seven public elementary schools, three public middle schools, and one public
high school within the City. The Fountain Valley School District is primary located within the
City’s boundaries but partially extending into Huntington Beach. This school district serves over
6,300 students from Fountain Valley and Huntington Beach (Fountain Valley School District
2016a; Huntington Beach Union High School District 2016). The Project area is located within
the Fountain Valley School District and is divided between attendance boundaries of two public
elementary schools, Cox Elementary (0.38 mile north) and Gisler Elementary (0.29 mile
southwest), two public middle schools, Masuda Middle School (0.56 mile north) and Talbert
Middle School (1.66 miles southwest), and one high school, Fountain Valley High School (0.87
mile west) (Fountain Valley School District 2016b). Cox Elementary has an enrollment of 734
students and Gisler Elementary has an enrollment of 533 students. There are 853 students
enrolled at Masuda Middle School and 709 students enrolled at Talbert Middle School. Based
on personal communication with the Assistant Superintendent of Business Services for Fountain
Valley School District, Christine Fullerton, Cox Elementary has an approximate total capacity of
764 students; Gisler Elementary has an approximate total capacity of 578 students; Masuda
Middle School has an approximate total capacity of 863 students; and Talbert Middle School
has an approximate total capacity of 739 students (Fountain Valley School District 2016c).
Fountain Valley High School has a total enrollment of 3,558 students (California Department of
Education 2016). Based on personal communication with the principal, Morgan Smith, Fountain
Valley High School is not currently accepting additional enrollment (Fountain Valley High School
2016).
3.10.1.4

Public Parks and Recreation

Parks and open space in the City are
managed by the Recreation and
Community Services Division. The City
contains various neighborhood parks,
activity
buildings,
and
athletics
facilities, including 20 neighborhood
parks and several other open space
areas. The City also participates in a
school/park program, where parks
located on school grounds may be
accessible to the public through jointuse agreements with the school district.
Mile Square Regional Park, located in
the northern end of the City, is the
largest
park
within
the
City
(approximately
607
acres)
and
constitutes almost an exact square
3.10-4

Los Alamos Park is the nearest public recreational area to the
Project area. This park serves recreational needs of employees
and adjacent residents by providing amenities such as
basketball courts, benches, picnic tables, sandpit, and swings.

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

3.10 Public Services

mile. It contains recreational and athletic facilities, two lakes, and a 20-acre urban nature area
planted with California native plants. The City also has a Recreation Center and Sports Park,
which serves as a multi-purpose recreational facility consisting of 15 ball fields, a playground, a
walking trail, and open space areas for community gatherings. While the Project area itself does
not contain any parks, it provides access to an unimproved segment of the Santa Ana River
Trail, which contains recreational opportunities for hikers, bicyclists, and equestrians. The
nearest parks to the Project area are Los Alamos Park, located at 17901 Los Alamos Street
(approximately 0.25-mile northwest of the Project area) and Ellis Park, located at 10301 Ellis
Avenue (approximately 0.25-mile west of the Project area). Los Alamos Park is 4.02 acres and
features a basketball court, sandpit, swings, playground areas, and spaces for community
gatherings. Ellis Park is 3.0 acres and offers a range of active and passive recreational facilities,
including tennis courts, a basketball court, a volleyball court, playground areas, picnic tables,
and barbeque pits.
According to the City’s General Plan, there are approximately 708.8 total acres of parks and
recreational facilities. Based on the 2010 U.S. Census, when the City’s population was 55,313
the City provided approximately 12.8 acres of park and recreational space per 1,000 residents.
This surpasses the National Recreation and Park Association’s recommendation of 4 to 6 acres
of parkland per 1,000 residents. The City requires residential developers to dedicate parkland or
pay a fee to fund development of new or existing parkland. Currently, developers of residential
communities are required to pay a fee equal to 5 acres of new parkland per 1,000 new
residents.
3.10.1.5

Library Services

The nearest library to the Project area is the Fountain Valley Library, an approximately 15,000square foot (sf) library located at 17635 Los Alamos Street, about 0.5 mile from the northern
edge of the Project area. The Fountain Valley Library is one of 33 branches that belong to the
community network of Orange County Public Libraries. The network of community libraries
provides each branch access to a variety of materials from all community locations. Other
nearby branches of the Orange County Public Libraries network include the Costa Mesa – Mesa
Verde Library (approximately 3 miles southeast of the Project Area) and the Westminster
Library (approximately 5 miles northwest of Project area).

3.10.2

Regulatory Setting

3.10.2.1

Federal Policies and Regulations

Federal policies or regulations that directly apply to local law enforcement, local public parks, or
local public schools are described below.
Uniform Fire Code
The Uniform Fire Code includes specialized technical fire and life safety regulations which apply
to the construction and maintenance of buildings and land uses. Topics addressed in the Code
include fire department access, fire hydrants, automatic sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems,
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

3.10-5

3.10 Public Services

fire and explosion hazards safety, hazardous materials storage and use, provisions intended to
protect and assist fire responders, industrial processes, and many other general and specialized
fire-safety requirements for new and existing buildings.
3.10.2.2

State Policies and Regulations

California Fire Code
The 2013 California Fire Code (Title 24, Part 9 of the California Code of Regulations)
establishes regulations to safeguard against hazards of fire, explosion, or dangerous conditions
in new and existing buildings, structures, and premises. The California Fire Code also
establishes requirements intended to provide safety and assistance to firefighters and
emergency responders during emergency operations. The provisions of the California Fire Code
apply to the construction, alteration, movement, enlargement, replacement, repair, equipment,
use and occupancy, location, maintenance, removal, and demolition of every building or
structure throughout California. The California Fire Code includes regulations regarding fireresistance-rated construction, fire protection systems (e.g., alarm and sprinkler systems), fire
services features (e.g., fire apparatus access roads), means of egress, fire safety during
construction and demolition, and wildland-urban interface areas.
California Health and Safety Code
Additional state fire regulations are set forth in Section 13000 et seq. of the California Health
and Safety Code, which include regulations for building standards, fire protection and
notification systems, fire protection devices such as extinguishers, smoke alarms, high-rise
building and child-care facility standards, and fire suppression training.
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
In accordance with the California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Sections 1270, Fire Prevention,
and 6773, Fire Protection and Fire Fighting Equipment, the California Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) has established minimum standards for fire suppression and
emergency medical services. The standards include, but are not limited to, guidelines on the
handling of highly combustible materials; fire hose sizing requirements; restrictions on the use of
compressed air; access roads; and the testing, maintenance, and use of all firefighting and
emergency medical equipment.
Emergency Response/Evacuation Plans
Government Code Section 8607(a) directs the Cal OES to prepare a Standard Emergency
Management System (SEMS) program, which sets forth measures by which a jurisdiction
should handle emergency disasters. The program is intended to provide effective management
of multi-agency and multijurisdictional emergencies in California. The SEMS program consists
of five organizational levels, which are activated as necessary: (1) Field Response, (2) Local
Government, (3) Operational Area, (4) Regional, and (5) State.
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Fire Hazard Severity
California has enacted statewide laws aimed at reducing wildfire hazards in wildland-urban
interface areas. These regulations cover topics such as fire prevention, vegetation
management, notification and penalties, fire hazard severity zones, defensible space, setbacks,
and exemptions. For the complete text of the Fire Hazard Zoning Field Guide, view the Office of
the
State
Fire
Marshal’s
fire
safety
planning
website
located
at:
http://osfm.fire.ca.gov/codedevelopment/codedevelopment_firesafeplanning.
Parks and Recreation Facilities
1975 Quimby Act (California Government Code Section 66477). The Quimby Act authorizes
cities and counties to pass ordinances requiring that developers set aside land, donate
conservation easements, or pay fees for park improvements. The Quimby Act specifies that
parkland dedications may not exceed 3 acres of parkland per 1,000 persons residing within a
subdivision, unless the amount of existing neighborhood and community park area exceeds that
limit, in which case the city may adopt a higher standard not to exceed 5 acres per 1,000
residents. The Act also specifies acceptable uses and expenditures of such funds.
Public School Services
Senate Bill (SB) 50 and Proposition 1A School Funding. SB 50, or the Leroy F. Greene School
Facilities Act of 1998, provided comprehensive school facilities financing and reform program by
authorizing a $9.2 billion state bond measure and imposing new limitations on the power of
cities and counties to require mitigation of school facilities impacts as a condition of approving
new development. SB 50 amends Section 17620 of the Education Code to authorize school
districts to levy statutory developer fees at levels that may be significantly higher than those
previously permitted, but also provides new and stricter standards for school districts to follow
when levying fees. School districts would continue to be authorized to charge development fees,
calculated on a per-square-foot of development basis, (also known as Level 1 fees) on
residential buildings and commercial or industrial buildings. However, pursuant to Government
Code Sections 65995.5 and 65995.7, SB 50 authorizes school districts to charge additional
Level 2 development fees to match 50 percent of school construction costs of state funds, and
Level 3 development fees to fund 100 percent of school construction costs, if state funds are not
available.
Section 65996 of the Government Code, School Mitigation Fee. Section 65996 designates
Section 17620 of the Education Code (the mitigation fees authorized by SB 50) and Section
65970 of the Government Code to be the exclusive method for considering and mitigating
development impacts on school facilities.
Assembly Bill (AB) 181 and AB 2962. These assembly bills require school districts to pay a
share of the cost of school construction based on the square footage of residential, commercial,
and industrial construction taking place within their districts. The law commissions school
districts to levy a Developer Impact Fee for this purpose, establishes the maximum rate of the
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fees, and prohibits building permit authorities from issuing building permits without certification
from the school district until fee requirements have been met.
3.10.2.3

Local Policies and Regulations

Local policies, plans, and regulations that address public services include the City of Fountain
Valley Disaster Preparedness Plan, the City of Fountain Valley General Plan Land Use, Parks,
Recreation, and Open Space, and Public Safety Elements, the City of Fountain Valley Fire
Code, and the City of Fountain Valley Zoning Code.
City of Fountain Valley Disaster Preparedness Plan
The City of Fountain Valley Disaster Preparedness Plan addresses the planned response that
will be coordinated from the Fire Department to emergency situations associated with natural
disasters and technological incidents. The operational concepts reflected in the multi-hazard
functional plan focus on potential large-scale emergencies that can generate unique situations
requiring any variety of response efforts. The intent of the plan is to save lives and protect
property by developing operational capabilities that mitigate, prepare for, respond to, and
recover from any emergency or disaster.
City of Fountain Valley General Plan
Land Use Element
Goal LU-2.14 Manage growth and development to insure the maintenance or improvement
of the existing quality of life in Fountain Valley.
Policy LU-2.14.1 Meet community needs in the City for public safety, law enforcement,
and fire prevention by providing adequate resources for prevention, detection,
investigation, and response to calls for service.
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Element
Goal PR-4.1 Provide park and recreation opportunities that enable residents of all ages to
use their leisure time in a rewarding, relaxing, and creative manner.
Policy PR-4.1.7 Ensure that neighborhood parks meet the particular needs of the
residents they serve.
Policy PR-4.1.8 Provide for pedestrian and bicycle trails as linkages between open
space and recreation facilities within the community.
Policy PR-4.1.9 Provide family oriented activities and community oriented opportunities
to the citizens of Fountain Valley.
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Public Safety Element
Goal PS-6.4 Minimize fire losses and damage within the City.
Policy PS-6.4.1 Increase the Fire Prevention Division’s ability to provide service and
effectiveness in delivering and administering programs to both the Department and the
community.
Policy PS-6.4.2 Enhance the City’s fire protection capabilities.
Goal PS-6.6 A safe and secure environment for the City’s residents, workers, and visitors.
Policy PS-6.6.1 Enhance the City police protection capabilities.
Policy PS-6.6.3 The Police Department will continue to review development proposals
to determine the impacts of such development on emergency services.
City of Fountain Valley Fire Code
Fountain Valley Municipal Code, Chapter 17.04 contains the fire code for the City and
addresses standard requirements regarding fire protection systems, fire protection devices, and
building design. In addition to building and design standards, the Fire Code requires
development projects within the City to undergo review by the Fire Marshal prior to occupancy.
City of Fountain Valley Zoning Code
Fountain Valley Municipal Code, Chapter 21.78.070 contains the zoning code for the City and
addresses requirements and standards for new development. The code contains information
regarding dedications and exactions for parks and recreational facilities. Currently, new
residential development is required to pay a fee of 5 acres of parkland for every 1,000 new
residents.

3.10.3

Impact Assessment and Methodology

3.10.3.1

Thresholds for Determining Significance

Impacts on public services are considered significant if an increase in population, employment,
or development levels would result in inadequate staffing levels, response times, and/or
increased demand for services that would exceed existing service capabilities. In addition,
consistent with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G, the Project
could have a significant impact if it would result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public
services, including:
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•
•
•
•
•

Fire protection
Police protection
Schools
Parks
Other public facilities (e.g., libraries)

3.10.3.2

Methodology

The environmental impact analysis for public services in this EIR involves an assessment of
existing public services standards and capacities, existing public school resources and
enrollment data, and recreational opportunities and standards. In order to conduct an analysis
for the Project, City agencies were contacted to request current information about service
capabilities, service ratios, response times, and performance objectives. In addition, information
available on relevant websites, including school enrollment data from the California Department
of Education, was obtained and reviewed.

3.10.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact PUBS-1 Description (Impacts to Public Safety Services and Government
Facilities)
PUBS-1

Implementation of the Project would incrementally increase employee,
resident, and visitor populations within the Project area with associated
additional demands for emergency and public safety services to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives
for fire protection and police protection (Less than Significant).

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services
Impacts on fire protection services and emergency medical services are considered significant if
an increase in population, employment, or development levels would result in inadequate
staffing levels, response times, and/or increased demand for services that could adversely
impact public health and safety or would require the construction of new or altered fire
protection and/or emergency medical service facilities that may have an adverse physical effect
on the environment.
The FVFD does not maintain a staffing ratio goal based directly on population or employment;
staffing levels are instead identified based on NFPA standards, unit hour utilization, and desired
ISO rating, of which Fountain Valley has a ‘superior’ rating of 2. Unit hour utilization is a
standardized measurement of emergency medical service efficiency calculated by dividing the
number of ambulance transports by the number of hours a unit works, with one unit defined as a
fully equipped and staffed vehicle. As described in Section 3.9, Population and Housing,
implementation of the Project would result in an increase in service demands from an estimated
2,063 new employees, 1,444 new residents, and customers of commercial and retail
businesses. The associated increase in demand for fire protection and emergency services
3.10-10
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within the Project area could potentially impact operational services of fire protection and
emergency medical providers.
Implementation of the Project would increase development within the Project area. As described
in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, the Project would result in a net increase of approximately
258,010 sf and construction of 491 new residential units. The increase in construction activity
and permanent structures could result in increased demand for fire protection. Although the
Project does not contain any specific development standards that address fire protection
services, the City General Plan (1995) contains fire protection goals and associated policies
(Goal PS-6.4, Policy PS-6.4.1, and Policy PS-6.4.2) to ensure that equipment and facilities are
provided and maintained to meet reasonable standards of safety, dependability, and efficiency.
Further, pursuant to the City Fire Code, all new structures built within the Project area would be
required to meet standard fire code requirements and be subject to review by the City Fire
Marshal, ensuring that the Project would provide adequate infrastructure for firefighting services.
Implementation of the Project is not anticipated to significantly affect fire and emergency
medical services because there are appropriate existing policies and standards in place, such
as those included in NFPA standards, the City Fire Code, and the City General Plan, to maintain
adequate response time and service ability. The increase in employees and residents generated
by the Project could result in an incremental increase in calls to the FVFD for emergency
medical services and fire response. However, based upon personal communication with the Fire
Chief, Tony Coppolino, it is not anticipated that the proposed Project would significantly affect
fire and emergency medical response time and coverage ability (City of Fountain Valley 2016e).
Response time to the Project area would be four minutes, which meets the minimum NFPA
standard. Potential impacts to fire and emergency medical services are therefore considered
less than significant.
Police Protection
Impacts on police services are considered significant if an increase in population, employment,
or development levels would result in inadequate staffing levels, response times, and/or
increased demand for services that would adversely impact public health and safety or would
require the construction of new or altered police protection facilities that may have an adverse
physical effect on the environment.
Implementation of the Project would increase land use intensity and the density of development
in the Project area. As described in Section 3.9, Population and Housing, this build-out would
generate approximately 2,063 new jobs and 1,444 new residents. The increase in population
from new employees and residents in the Project area could generate an increase in the need
for police services and additional patrol. The increase in future construction and increase in the
commuting workforce associated with the new offices and industrial space could cause
increased traffic congestion, vehicle accidents, calls for emergency medical service, and
potentially reported crimes in the area, all of which may lead to an increase in the demand for
police services.
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Although the Project does not contain specific development standards addressing police
protection, Section 2.0.3.E of the FVCSP states that all developments shall comply with
applicable regulations, including the Fountain Valley Municipal Code and development review
procedures. As part of the City’s development review and approval process, the Planning and
Building Department would review proposed developments in the Project area and provide
specific recommendations related to security features and opportunities to reduce crime.
Further, the City General Plan contains police service and law enforcement goals and
associated policies (Goal PS-6.6, Policy PS-6.6.1, and Policy PS-6.6.3) to ensure that the City
provides effective and rapid response to all emergencies. The FVPD does not maintain a
staffing ratio goal based directly on population or employment; staffing levels are instead based
on the Fountain Valley Municipal Code, which gives the Chief of Police authority to determine
staffing levels that are determined by the FVPD’s mission in accordance with budgetary
constraints. The increase in population and related traffic volumes in and around the Project
area could result in an incremental increase in the number of calls to the FVPD; however, the
FVPD utilizes new technology, such as a new Computer Aided Dispatch/Records Management
System (CAD/RMS), in enforcement efforts, several of which has have proven to decrease the
rate of traffic collisions despite an increase in population and improve response to or reporting
of enforcement efforts and crisis conditions.
Given that the number of jobs and housing units generated by the Project represents a small
fraction of the current population of the City (less than 5 percent), an increase in the number of
residents and workers generated by the Project would not be expected to significantly decrease
adequate service levels or response times. Based on City growth projections, the FVPD does
not currently anticipate the need for additional resources (City of Fountain Valley 2016d).
Potential impacts to police services are therefore considered less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact PUBS-2 Description (Impacts to School Districts and Facilities)
PUBS-2

New residential uses occurring under the Project are anticipated to generate
students, which would incrementally increase demand for schools. However,
pursuant to SB 50, AB 181, and AB 2926, the payment of developer fees to the
Fountain Valley School District and Huntington Beach Union High School
District would fully mitigate impacts (Less than Significant).

Schools within the Project area’s attendance boundaries have varied remaining capacities for
total student enrollment. Cox Elementary has approximately 30 seats available; Gisler has
approximately 45 seats available; Masuda has approximately 10-15 seats available; and Talbert
has approximately 30 seats available. Fountain Valley High School has reached total capacity
and currently is not accepting additional enrollment.
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Implementation of the Project would enable development of approximately 491 residential units
in the Project area. The increase in residential space and jobs would create an increase in
enrollment at local public schools. Additionally, the Project would create a net increase of
258,010 sf of light industrial, office, and limited retail spaces in the area. Such nonresidential
development may also increase the number of school-aged children due to a potential increase
in the number of employees who reside within a school district.
To account for these increases in demand for public school services, Fountain Valley School
District and Huntington Beach Union High School District require the payment of development
fees for both residential and nonresidential development within the City, pursuant to SB 50, AB
181 and AB 2926. These fees are calculated on a per-square-foot basis on new development
and would be collected for commercial development projects and for the 491 residences based
on their square footage.
Based on personal communication with the Assistant Superintendent of Business Services for
Fountain Valley School District and the principal of Fountain Valley High School, there is
remaining capacity at some schools within attendance boundaries of the Project area to account
for a potential increase in demand for schools. As such, capacity is available throughout the
local school districts to support increases in student populations from the Project and would
prevent overcrowding of schools currently at, or nearing student enrollment capacity.
Furthermore, the payment of school development fees is considered adequate to address
impacts on school facilities. As a result of payment of these required fees, potential impacts to
school districts and facilities resulting from development under the Project are considered less
than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact PUBS-3 Description (Impacts to Parks and Recreation Facilities)
PUBS-3

Implementation of the Project would incrementally increase the number of
residents, workers, and visitors in the Project area, which would increase
demand for public parks in the vicinity of the Project area. However, pursuant
to the Quimby Act, the payment of developer fees for parkland dedication
would fully mitigate this impact (Less than Significant).

The Project would enable creation of approximately 2,063 new jobs and homes for 1,444 new
residents, incrementally increasing demand for park and recreational facilities, and affecting the
ratio of parkland to residents. However, recent data indicates the City currently surpasses the
National Recreation and Park Association’s recommended parkland/resident ratio of 4 to 6
acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. In addition, the Project includes a variety of mechanisms
to provide open space areas within the Project area to satisfy increased demand. For instance,
development standards are included which require a minimum amount of open space for
different types of new development. The Project also includes development of bicycle network
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improvements which would allow better connectivity to recreational facilities and adjacent land
uses. The Project would integrate public and private open space through identification of six
primary areas within the Project area where open space development would be promoted.
Section 2.6.2.A of the FVCSP states at least one primary public open space larger than 0.5
acres shall be provided within each area. This standard is included in Chapter 2.0 Project
Description of this EIR.
It is anticipated that during the workday, employees in the Project area would use new open
space areas rather than existing parks in the vicinity of the Project area due to the proximity of
these new facilities to their jobs. As a result, it is not anticipated that employees working in the
Project area would increase the visitor use of nearby parks to the degree that deterioration of
these facilities would occur. It is more likely that implementation of the Project would reduce the
number of employees using offsite parks due to development of additional facilities that are
accessible and conveniently located. Although an increase in the number of employees and
residents in the Project area could incrementally increase the use of existing local and regional
parks, the additional use of regional facilities would not be expected to result in substantial
deterioration of these facilities.
Pursuant to the Quimby Act and City Municipal Code Chapter 21.78.070, development of the
491 residential units proposed under the Project would contribute to the park dedication fee of 5
acres of park for every 1,000 new residents. This fee would contribute to development of park
areas within the City or even within the Project area, thereby further reducing potential impacts
from the Project on parks and recreation facilities in the City. Although the Project does not
include recreational facilities beyond the provision for open space areas, the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities is not necessary because there are sufficient existing
facilities to accommodate the increase in number of residents and workers in the Project area.
In addition, given that the number of jobs and housing units generated by the Project represents
a small fraction of the current population of the City (less than 5 percent), an influx of residents
and workers generated by the Project would not be expected to meaningfully decrease the ratio
of parkland to residents.
Implementation of the Project would incrementally increase demand for park and recreational
facilities in the Project vicinity; however, new or physically altered facilities would not be
necessary because the Project includes additional open space requirements. Also, the payment
of a park dedication fee is considered adequate to address impacts on existing parkland. As a
result, potential impacts from the Project on local and regional parks would be less than
significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
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Impact PUBS-4 Description (Impacts to Library Facilities)
PUBS-4

Implementation of the Project would incrementally increase employee and
resident populations within the Project area, which would not be expected to
significantly increase demand for library facilities in the vicinity of the Project
area (Less than Significant).

The Project would enable creation of approximately 2,063 new jobs and homes for over 1,444
new residents, incrementally increasing demand for library facilities. Although there are no
library facilities located within the Project area, increased demand would not exceed existing
service capabilities of the nearby Fountain Valley Library or other nearby libraries. Orange
County Public Libraries have access to materials from all branches; therefore, the incremental
increase in demand for library services would not result in the need for new or physically altered
facilities or additional staff. Potential impacts to library services are therefore considered less
than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Incremental Project impacts caused by the FVCSP would be less than significant with the
implementation of required development fees for school districts and parkland dedication.
Mitigation measures specific to the Project are not required and no additional residual Project
impacts to public services are anticipated.
3.10.4.1

Cumulative Impacts

Although the Project would have a less than significant impact on public services provided by
the City, the Project could contribute to cumulative impacts on City public services. In particular,
increased development throughout the City and region could result in increased demand for
emergency public services, including fire, police, and emergency response, which may
incrementally degrade existing levels of such public services. Cumulative projects listed in Table
3.0-2 include a number of individual development projects and buildout of adopted specific
plans that would result in the new construction and redevelopment of commercial, industrial,
manufacturing, office, and warehouse development within the City. Such development would
result in the generation of new development and employee populations which may require
police, fire protection, and emergency response services. The Project would contribute
additional demand for these public services. However, the proposed Project, individual
development projects occurring under the FVCSP, and the aforementioned cumulative
development projects would be subject to adopted City policies and regulations requiring the
payment and contribution of development impact fees, which would adequately address the
cumulative impacts on public facilities, infrastructure and parks to a cumulatively less than
significant level. While the City does not currently have standards for developer fees for the
purpose of ensuring adequate police protection, as discussed under Impact PUBS-1, the FVPD
does not anticipate the need for additional police resources based on City growth projections.
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

3.10-15

3.10 Public Services

Regardless, should future development under the Project or cumulative projects result in
conditions that require additional police protection resources, such projects would be subject to
review and approval by the City Planning and Building Department, who would recommend
additional security measures or review by FVPD to determine the need for police protection
resources. Based upon the proportional contribution of the Project to pending cumulative
projects, the Project could have adverse cumulative impacts. However, development impact
fees, would adequately address the cumulative impacts on public less than cumulatively
significant.
Further, with increased demand from development, the annual City budget allocation process
would allow consideration of the hiring of additional public safety, library, or park personnel
commensurate to the increase. Fiscal impacts of such increases in staffing would also be
addressed though standard budgetary review. The City Council would address police and fire
departmental budget, staffing, and equipment needs as part of the annual budgetary process.
This review allows for FVFD and FVPD to determine any increases in police and fire protection
resources and equipment if needed. The police and fire services are funded through general
fund revenues generated by property, sales, and transient occupancy taxes, all of which are
expected to increase in proportion to new development within the City. Such increases in
revenues could be used to hire additional officers and purchase equipment to maintain or
improve service levels over time to meet changing demands, if determined appropriate by the
City Council. Therefore, cumulative impacts on City public services resulting from the combined
effects of the proposed Project and cumulative projects are therefore considered less than
significant.
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3.11

TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION, AND TRAFFIC

This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) describes the existing transportation
system within the Project vicinity and analyzes the potential transportation impacts of long term
buildout of the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP) Project (Project). The analysis
has been prepared consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the regulations and policies of the City of Fountain Valley (City). This section was
prepared based on the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Transportation Impact Analysis
(TIA) prepared by Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants (Fehr and Peers 2017; Appendix
E). The TIA contains detailed analyses of traffic and circulation issues in the Project vicinity,
including potential increases in congestion at key roadway intersections, particularly where
these roads provide access to Interstate 405 (I-405). The TIA includes analysis of 20
intersections and 17 freeway segments, on-ramps and off-ramps, and merging lanes. Potential
pedestrian, public transit, and bicycle circulation and safety impacts that could result from
implementation of the Project were also analyzed.
This section of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR has been revised to reflect changes in the
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Fehr
& Peers (Appendix E) in April 2017 and amended in September 2017, as well as the Fehr and
Peers December 2017 Memorandum, which accounts for modifications to the I-405
Improvement Project proposed by OCTA after released of the Partially Recirculated EIR. In
addition, the 2017 TIA analyzes a cumulative scenario in Year 2035 with buildout of the area
utilizing growth assumptions as well as pending and approved development projects, including
the Southpark Specific Plan. Revisions provided here include expanded analysis of cumulative
Project traffic impacts to account for an updated list of cumulative projects, as well as provide
revisions and clarification in the text of section to address public comments and concerns that
were raised following release of the draft Final EIR.

3.11.1

Environmental Setting

The Project area is located in the City of Fountain Valley. The City is located within northern
Orange County, approximately 30 miles southeast of downtown Los Angeles and four miles
inland of the Pacific Ocean. The City is bordered by the Cities of Westminster and Garden
Grove to the north, Santa Ana to the northeast, Costa Mesa to the southeast, and Huntington
Beach to the south and west. The City’s transportation system is comprised of a mix of arterial
and local serving roadways that carry vehicular traffic and support public transit routes, bicycle
lanes, and sidewalks. The Project area is bordered by Talbert Avenue to the north, the Santa
Ana River to the east, Ellis Avenue to the south, and Ward Street to the west (see Figure 3.111). The I-405 freeway bisects the Project area running diagonally northwest to southeast. The
162-acre Project area is fully developed with office, light industrial, and commercial structures,
roads, landscaping, and surface parking lots.
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3.11.1.1

Regional Highways and Local Roadways

Regional access to the Project area is provided via I-405, with interchanges at Euclid
Street/Newhope Street and Euclid Street/Ellis Avenue. I-405 provides access northwest to the
Los Angeles area and south to the City of Irvine and southern Orange County. Local access to
the Project area is provided via Euclid Street, Talbert Avenue, Ward Street, and Ellis Avenue.
These roadways are classified as arterials in the City’s Circulation Element as described below
(see Figure 3.11-1).
Interstate 405 – I-405 is a north-south freeway in Southern California that runs for
approximately 70 miles from the San Fernando Valley in Los Angeles County south to the City
of Irvine in Orange County. The segment of I-405 traversing through the Project area consist of
12 travel lanes, six in each direction including a high occupancy lane in each direction, with a
posted speed limit of 65 miles per hour (mph).
Euclid Street – is a north-south
roadway classified as a primary arterial
in the City’s Circulation Element. Euclid
Street runs for approximately 0.60 mile
through the Project area, and extends
north to the City of La Habra. Euclid
Street provides regional access to the
Project area via I-405 northbound
ramps. Within the Project area, Euclid
Street is a six-lane divided roadway
with segments of paved or landscaped
center medians, left turn lanes, and with
a posted speed limit of 45 mph. Euclid
Street does not support curbside
parking or bike lanes within the Project
area and there are gaps in the sidewalk
system.

I-405 freeway provides regional access to the Project area
primarily via the Euclid Street/Newhope Street and Euclid
Street/Ellis Street interchanges, linking the area to San
Fernando Valley to the north, and City of Irvine to the south.

Talbert Avenue – is an east-west roadway classified as a primary arterial in the City’s
Circulation Element. Talbert Avenue extends from the western City limits to the eastern City
limits where it converts to MacArthur Boulevard east of the Santa Ana River, and runs for
approximately 0.86 mile along the northern boundary of the Project area. Adjacent to the Project
area, Talbert Avenue is a six-lane divided roadway with segments of paved or landscaped
center medians, left turn lanes, and with a posted speed limit of 45 mph. Talbert Avenue does
not support curbside parking or bike lanes within the Project area and there are gaps in the
sidewalk system.
Ward Street – is a north-south roadway classified as a secondary arterial in the City’s
Circulation Element. Ward Street extends from Mile Square Park south to the southern City
limits and runs for approximately 0.53 mile along the western boundary of the Project area.
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Within the Project area, Ward Street is an undivided two-lane roadway from Talbert Avenue to
Lawson River Avenue and an undivided four-lane roadway from Lawson River Avenue to Ellis
Avenue with a posted speed limit of 45 mph. Ward Street does not support curbside parking, but
includes Class II bike lanes in each direction. Ward Street is fully developed with sidewalks on
both sides, except for the east side of the I-405 overpass and approaches which lack sidewalks.
Per the Orange County Transportation Authority’s (OCTA’s) Master Plan of Arterial Highways
classification, Ward Street has been planned for 4-lanes (OCTA 2017a).
Ellis Avenue – is an east-west roadway classified as a secondary arterial in the City’s
Circulation Element. Ellis Avenue extends from the western City limits to its intersection with
Euclid Avenue, running for approximately 0.49 mile along the southern Project area boundary.
Within the Project area, Ellis Avenue is an undivided four-lane roadway with a striped center
turn lane and a posted speed limit of 45 mph. Ellis Avenue is fully developed with sidewalks on
both sides, but does not support curbside parking or bike lanes.
Harbor Boulevard – is a north-south roadway classified as a major arterial in the City’s
Circulation Element. Harbor Boulevard traverses the northeastern corner of the City limits and
runs south to the City of Costa Mesa. This road is a divided six-lane roadway with a posted
speed limit of 45 mph. Harbor provides access to the Project area via intersection with
MacArthur Boulevard to the east of the Project area.
Brookhurst Street – is a north-south roadway classified as a primarymajor arterial in the City’s
Circulation Element. Brookhurst Street is located to the west of the Project area and provide
regional/local access to the Project area via interchanges with I-405 and intersection with
Talbert Avenue. Within the City, Brookhurst Street is a six-lane divided roadway with a posted
speed limit of 45 mph and no street parking.
Newhope Street – is a north-south roadway classified as a secondary arterial in the City’s
Circulation Element. Newhope Street traverses the northeastern corner of the Project area and
provides access north to the City of Garden Grove. This road is an undivided four-lane roadway
within the City and a divided four-lane roadway within the Project area with a speed limit of 40
mph and no street parking.
Internal Roads – All roadways within the Project area are considered collector/local roads
under the City’s Circulation Element. These roads are two lane roadways with posted speed
limits of 25 to 35 mph that provide access to existing commercial/industrial businesses. These
roads typically permit curbside parking, but generally lack developed sidewalks. These
roadways are listed below in Table 3.11-1.
Roadways within the Project area and surrounding vicinity are classified consistent with City
standards (City of Fountain Valley 2008):
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Table 3.11-1.
Roadway
Classification

Major Arterial

Primary
Arterial

Secondary
Arterial

Commercial
Roadway/
Local Street

Roadway Classifications
Roadway
Name

Length within
or adjacent to
Project Area 1

ADT2

Harbor
Boulevard
(North-South)

0 mile

45,000

Brookhurst
Street
(North-South)

0 mile

42,000

Euclid Street
(North-South)

0.60 mile

33,000

Talbert Avenue
(East-West)

0.86 mile

24,000

Ward Street
(North-South)

0.53 mile

8,000

Ellis Avenue
(East-West)

0.50 mile

28,000

Newhope
Street
(North-South)

0.20 mile

16,000

Mt. Washington
Street

0.16 miles

N/A

Condor Avenue

0.28 miles

N/A

Mt. Baldy Circle

0.16 miles

N/A

Kalama River
Avenue

0.20 miles

N/A

Mt. Shay Street

0.11 miles

N/A

Lawson River
Avenue

0.20 miles

N/A

Bechler River
Avenue

0.10 miles

N/A
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Circulation Element Description
Major Arterials are typically six-lane,
divided roadways that carry a large
volume of regional traffic not handled
by the freeway. The roadway
configuration and right-of-way width
vary depending on local conditions, but
they are typically constructed within a
120 foot right-of-way and a curb-tocurb pavement width of 104 feet. This
roadway has a maximum capacity of
56,300 average daily trips and a peakhour capacity of 5,630 trips.
Primary Arterial are typically four-lane
divided roadways with a function
similar to that of a Major Arterial but
with less capacity. The roadway
configuration and right-of-way width
vary depending on local conditions, but
they are typically constructed within a
100 foot right-of-way and a curb-tocurb pavement width of 84 feet. This
roadway has a maximum capacity of
37,500 average daily trips and a peakhour capacity of 3,750 trips.
Secondary Arterials distribute traffic
between local streets and arterials and
are typically for-lane undivided
roadways. The roadway configuration
and right-of-way width vary depending
on local conditions, but they are
typically constructed within an 80 foot
right-of-way and a curb-to-curb
pavement width of 64 feet. The
maximum capacity is 25,000 average
daily trips and 2,500 peak-hour trips.
Collector Roadways are typically two
lanes with a function similar to a
Secondary Arterial; however, it
accommodates less traffic. This is not
a common classification, but it can be
used to provide connectivity and reflect
the context of its surroundings.
Local Street are rarely more than two
travel lanes, and speed limits are
generally low (25 miles per hour). Their
primary functions are to provide direct
access to abutting properties.
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Table 3.11-1. Roadway Classifications (Continued)
Roadway
Classification

Commercial
Roadway/
Local Street
(continued)

Freeway
(Caltrans)

Roadway
Name

Length within
or adjacent to
Project Area 1

ADT2

Amistad Street

0.08 miles

N/A

Mt. Langley
Street

0.25 miles

N/A

Spencer
Avenue

0.22 miles

N/A

Pacific Street

0.16 miles

N/A

Bandilier Circle

0.08 miles

N/A

Virginia Circle

0.06 miles

N/A

I-405

0.70 miles

306,000

Circulation Element Description

Freeways are limited-access, highspeed travelways included in the state
and federal highway systems. Their
purpose is to carry regional throughtraffic that passes through Fountain
Valley and does not stop. Access is
provided at interchanges. I-405 is the
only freeway connecting Fountain
Valley to regional destinations.

Note:

1 Length

of roadways within or adjacent to the Project area are approximate estimations.
Daily Trips (ADT) from 2013.
Source: City of Fountain Valley 2008; OCTA 2015a.
2 Average

3.11.1.2

Existing Traffic Conditions

The TIA documented existing transportation conditions in the Project vicinity focusing on
existing vehicular traffic issues and intersection operations. Existing traffic volumes, lane
configurations, and signal phasing information was collected in the field on September 22, 2015
during morning (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM) and evening (4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) peak periods. Freeway
facilities were evaluated for the basic weave, merge, and diverge components, where capacity
constraints typically occur on the freeway system. The following 20 intersections and 17 freeway
facilities were evaluated for potential Project impacts associated with increased traffic.
Study Intersections
1. Warner Avenue & Brookhurst Street
2. Warner Avenue & Euclid Street
3. Slater Avenue & Ward Street
4. Slater Avenue & Euclid Street
5. Slater Avenue & Newhope Street
6. Talbert Avenue & Bushard Street
7. Talbert Avenue & Brookhurst Street
3.11-6
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8. Talbert Avenue & Ward Street
9. Talbert Avenue & Hyundai Way
10. Talbert Avenue & Euclid Street
11. Talbert Avenue & Newhope Street
12. Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington Street
13. MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard
14. MacArthur Boulevard & Fairview Street
15. Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps
16. Euclid Street & Condor Avenue
17. Ellis Avenue & Brookhurst Street
18. Ellis Avenue & Ward Street
19. Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps
20. Brookhurst Street & Garfield Avenue
Study Freeway Facilities
1. Northbound I-405 On-ramp merge from Harbor Boulevard
2. Northbound I-405 Mainline between Harbor Boulevard and Hyland Avenue
3. Northbound I-405 On-ramp merge from Hyland Avenue
4. Northbound I-405 Mainline between Hyland Avenue and Euclid Street
5. Northbound I-405 Off-ramp diverge to Euclid Street
6. Northbound I-405 Mainline between Euclid Street Off-ramp and On-ramp
7. Northbound I-405 On-ramp merge from Euclid Street
8. Northbound I-405 Mainline between Euclid Street and Brookhurst Street
9. Northbound I-405 Off-ramp diverge to Brookhurst Street
10. Southbound I-405 On-ramp merge from Brookhurst Street
11. Southbound I-405 On-ramp merge from Talbert Avenue
12. Southbound I-405 Mainline between Talbert Avenue and Euclid Street
13. Southbound I-405 Off-ramp diverge to Euclid Street
14. Southbound I-405 Mainline between Euclid Street Off-ramp and On-ramp
15. Southbound I-405 On-ramp merge from Euclid Street
16. Southbound I-405 Mainline between Euclid Street and Harbor Boulevard
17. Southbound I-405 Off-ramp diverge to Harbor Boulevard
In consultation with City staff, the study area was selected to include intersections likely to be
affected by traffic generated by the Project, specifically major intersections located within
roughly 1-mile radius of the Project site. The Cities of Costa Mesa and Santa Ana were
consulted on analysis methodologies and impact criteria, as detailed below. California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans – District 7) was also consulted on locations and
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methodologies for analyzing state facilities (including Pacific Coast Highway Intersections and
freeway ramp and mainline segments). The study includes major intersections and segments
that potentially could be impacts by implementation of the proposed Project, as well as key
roadway intersections and segments that would serve 50 or more peak hour Project trips in
either direction.
Because traffic flow on arterials is most constrained at many intersections regionally and in the
Project vicinity, detailed traffic flow analyses focus on operating conditions of critical
intersections during peak travel periods, which are typically the AM and PM peak hours. The
measure of effectiveness at intersections can be described by measuring its Level of Service
(LOS), a quantitative method for describing operational conditions within a traffic stream or at an
intersection. For signalized intersections within the jurisdiction of Fountain Valley, the traffic
analysis was evaluated in accordance with the CMP guidelines using the Intersection Capacity
Utilization (ICU) methodology. For California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) facilities
and unsignalized intersections, methodologies consistent with the Highway Capacity Manual
2010 (HCM 2010) were applied.
The ICU methodology is considered a standard approach for evaluating signalized intersection
operations in Orange County and the City of Fountain Valley. The ICU methodology evaluates
the critical movements for each signal and compares that to the critical movement capacity of
the intersection, resulting in a volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio. After the quantitative V/C
estimates are complete, the methodology assigns a qualitative letter grade that represents the
operations of the intersection. These grades range from LOS A (minimal delay) to LOS F
(excessive congestion). LOS E represents at-capacity operations. For the City of Fountain
Valley, LOS D or better is considered acceptable, as described in greater detail below under
Regulatory Setting. Descriptions of the LOS letter grades for intersections are provided in Table
3.11-2. For unsignalized side-street stop controlled intersections, the HCM methodology
estimates the longest-delayed turning movement. Once the delay is estimated, the LOS grade is
assigned based on the criteria on Table 3.11-2.
The HCM 2010 methodology is considered the standard approach for evaluating signalized
intersections under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. It reports the average delay of the intersection.
For Caltrans locations, Caltrans guidance states that “Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target
LOS at the transition between LOS “C” and LOS “D” on State highway facilities. However,
Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible.” (Caltrans Guide for Preparation
of Traffic Impact Studies, 2002).
The LOS criteria for stop-sign-controlled intersections have different threshold values than those
for signalized intersections primarily because drivers expect different levels of performance from
different types of transportation facilities. A signalized intersection is designed to carry higher
traffic volumes than a stop-sign-controlled intersection. Thus, a higher level of control-related
delay is acceptable at a signalized intersection for the same LOS.
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Table 3.11-2.
Level of
Service
A
B

C*

D**

E

F
Notes:

Intersection Level of Service Definitions
Description

Operations with very low delay
occurring with favorable progression
and/or short cycle length.
Operations with low delay occurring
with good progression and/or short
cycle lengths.
Operations with average delays
resulting from fair progression and/or
longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle
failures begin to appear.
Operations with longer delays due to a
combination of unfavorable
progression, long cycle lengths, or
high V/C ratios. Many vehicles stop
and individual cycle failures are
noticeable.
Operations with high delay values
indicating poor progression, long cycle
lengths, and high V/C ratios. Individual
cycle failures are frequent
occurrences.
Operation with delays unacceptable to
most drivers occurring due to over
saturation, poor progression, or very
long cycle lengths.

V/C Ratio

1

Signalized
Unsignalized
Intersections2 Intersections2
Delay (seconds)

< 0.61

< 10.0

< 10.0

0.61 to 0.70

> 10.0 to 20.0

> 10.0 to 15.0

0.71 to 0.80

> 20.0 to 35.0

> 15.0 to 25.0

0.81 to 0.90

> 35.0 to 55.0

> 25.0 to 35.0

0.91 to 1.00

> 55.0 to 80.0

> 35.0 to 50.0

> 1.00

> 80.0

> 50.0

* City of Fountain Valley minimum acceptable standard.
** Caltrans minimum acceptable standard.
Source: 1. City of Fountain Valley 2008; 2. HCM 2010.

As mentioned above, the freeway segments within the study area were analyzed for the basic,
weave, merge, and diverge components where capacity constraints typically occur on the
freeway system utilizing the HCM 2010 methodologies. The Transportation Research Board
(TRB) HCM 2010 is the standard used for evaluating different types of LOS (e.g., signalized,
unsignalized, and freeway facilities). LOS for each of these segments is defined on the basis of
density (passenger cars per mile per lane). Table 3.11-3 shows the LOS definitions for each
freeway segment.
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Table 3.11-3.
Level of
Service

Freeway Mainline and Ramp Junction Level of Service Definitions
Density (vplpm)1
Mainline (Basic) Ramp / Merge / Diverge

Description

A

Free-flow speeds prevail. Vehicles are
almost completely unimpeded in their
ability to maneuver the traffic stream.

B

< 11

< 10

Free-flow speeds are maintained. The
ability to maneuver with the traffic stream
is only slightly restricted.

> 11 to 18

> 10 to 20

C

Flow with speeds at or near free-flow
speeds. Freedom to maneuver within the
traffic stream is noticeably restricted, and
lane changes require more care and
vigilance on the part of the driver.

> 18 to 26

> 20 to 28

D

Speeds decline slightly with increasing
flows. Freedom to maneuver with the
traffic stream is more noticeably limited,
and the driver experiences reduced
physical and psychological comfort.

> 26 to 35

> 28 to 35

E

Operation at capacity. There are virtually
no sable gaps within the traffic stream,
leaving little room to maneuver. Any
disruption can be expected to produce a
breakdown with queuing.

> 35 to 45

> 35 to 452

F

Represents a breakdown in flow.

> 45

> 452

Notes:

1 Density

is reported in vehicles per lane per mile.
maximum density for ramp junctions and weaving sections under LOS E is not defined in the HCM. The
maximum density for segments of 45 vplpm was assumed to apply to ramp junctions.
Source: HCM 2010.
2 The

3.11.1.3

Existing Intersection Level of Service

Intersections within the Project Area and surrounding vicinity generally operate at acceptable
level of service (LOS), consistent with local and state agency standards. As discussed above,
the City of Fountain Valley has established LOS D as an acceptable LOS for signalized and
unsignalized intersections in the City limits. For intersection under Caltrans jurisdictions,
Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS “C” and LOS “D” on
State highway facilities. However, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible.
A review of existing intersection LOS compared to local and state agency standards show that
most of the study intersections currently operate at acceptable levels during both AM and PM
peak hours, with the following exceptions:
•

Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington Street – AM Peak Hour (LOS F), PM Peak Hour
(LOS F)

•

Euclid Street & Newhope St/Northbound I-405 Ramps – PM Peak Hour (LOS D)

•

Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps – PM Peak Hour (LOS D)
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The current unacceptable LOS at the intersection of Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington Street is
due to the delay generated by the high volume of traffic along Talbert Avenue. The intersections
of Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps and Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street &
Southbound I-405 Ramps are under Caltrans jurisdiction and operate at LOS D in the PM peak
hours, generally considered unacceptable under Caltrans standards; these poor operations are
due to the high volume of trips entering and existing the I-405 at these intersections, resulting in
extended periods of delay.
3.11.1.4

Existing Freeway Mainlines and Ramps Levels of Service (LOS)

Existing conditions for Caltrans facilities including the I-405 mainlines and ramps were
evaluated based on weaving, merging, and diversion components along the segment of I-405
that bisects the Project area. LOS for these facilities was defined on the basis of density
(passenger cars per mile per lane) and speed, with LOS C generally being the minimum
acceptable threshold. A review of existing LOS compared to Caltrans standards shows that
multiple study freeway facilities currently operate at levels below LOS C during the AM and/ or
PM peak hours:
•

Northbound On-ramp at Harbor Boulevard – PM Peak Hour (LOS F)

•

Northbound Mainline between Harbor Boulevard and Hyland Avenue – PM Peak Hour
(LOS F)

•

Northbound On-ramp at Hyland Avenue – PM Peak Hour (LOS F)

•

Northbound Mainline between Hyland Avenue and Euclid Street –Peak Hour (LOS F)

•

Northbound Off-ramp at Euclid Street –Peak Hour (LOS F)

•

Northbound Mainline between Euclid Street and Brookhurst Street – Peak Hour (LOS F)

•

Northbound Off-ramp at Brookhurst Street – PM Peak Hour (LOS F)

•

Southbound Off-ramp at Euclid Street – AM Peak Hour (LOS D)

•

Southbound Mainline between Euclid Street Off-ramp and On-ramp – AM Peak Hour
(LOS D)

•

Southbound On-ramp at Euclid Street – AM Peak Hour (LOS D)

•

Southbound Mainline between Euclid Street and Harbor Boulevard – AM Peak Hour
(LOS E), PM Peak Hour (LOS D)

•

Southbound Off-ramp at Harbor Boulevard – AM Peak Hour (LOS E), PM Peak Hour
(LOS D)
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Table 3.11-4.
Intersection
No.

Existing Levels of Service (LOS) at FVCSP Intersections
Intersection

Control3

1

Warner Avenue & Brookhurst
Street

Signal

2

Warner Avenue & Euclid Street

Signal

3

Slater Avenue & Ward Street

Signal

4

Slater Avenue & Euclid Street

Signal

5

Slater Avenue & Newhope Street

Signal

6

Talbert Avenue & Bushard Street

Signal

7

Talbert Avenue & Brookhurst
Street

Signal

8

Talbert Avenue & Ward Street

Signal

9

Talbert Avenue & Hyundai Way

Signal

10

Talbert Avenue & Euclid Street

Signal

11

Talbert Avenue & Newhope
Street

Signal

12

Talbert Avenue &
Mt. Washington Street

TWSC

13

MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor
Boulevard

Signal

14

MacArthur Boulevard & Fairview
Street

Signal

15

Euclid Street & Newhope
Street/Northbound I-405
Ramps56

Signal

16

Euclid Street & Condor Avenue

Signal

17

Ellis Avenue & Brookhurst Street

Signal

18

Ellis Avenue & Ward Street

Signal

3.11-12

Peak Hour

V/C1 or
Delay2

LOS

AM

0.794

C

PM

0.799

C

AM

0.765

C

PM

0.786

C

AM

0.557

A

PM

0.646

B

AM

0.754

C

PM

0.774

C

AM

0.510

A

PM

0.638

B

AM

0.730

C

PM

0.692

B

AM

0.721

C

PM

0.764

C

AM

0.614

B

PM

0.768

C

AM

0.509

A

PM

0.574

A

AM

0.622

B

PM

0.663

B

AM

0.781

C

PM

0.659

B

AM

7075

F

PM

1,0535

F

AM

0.885

D

PM

0.867

D

AM

0.696

B

PM

0.771

C

AM

33.4

C

PM

54.8

D

AM

0.350

A

PM

0.565

A

AM

0.670

B

PM

0.727

C

AM

0.794

C

PM

0.609

B
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Table 3.11-4. Existing Levels of Service (LOS) at FVCSP Intersections (Continued)
Intersection
No.

Intersection

Control3

19

Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street &
Southbound I-405 Ramps56

Signal

20

Brookhurst Street & Garfield
Avenue

Signal

Peak Hour

V/C1 or
Delay2

LOS

AM

28.6

C

PM

52.8

D

AM

0.573

A

PM

0.610

B

Notes:
1 V/C for signalized intersections based on application of Intersection Capacity Utilization methodology using
Traffix 8.0 software. V/C = Volume / Capacity Ratio.
2 Delay is the average intersection delay (seconds) based on application of the Highway Capacity Manual 2010
methodology using Synchro 8 software.
3 TWSC is two-way stop control.
4 Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are shown in bold.
5 Highway Capacity Manual 2010 methodology and Synchro Software is intended for under-saturated conditions
and cannot accurately estimate intersection delay greater than 200 seconds. Values shown are estimates for
comparative purposes only.
6 Intersection under Caltrans jurisdiction.
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.

This analysis consisted of a density and speed condition evaluation for 17 freeway facilities
(mainlines and ramps). The freeway facilities analysis indicated that 12 of 17 evaluated facilities
currently operate below LOS C during AM and/or PM peak hours. I-405 is a heavily used
freeway with approximately 291,000 to 312,000 annual average daily trips (AADT) through the
Project vicinity (Caltrans 2014). As such, many of the freeway facilities experience congestion
and reach capacity during peak hours, resulting in levels below LOS C. The analysis for a few of
the northbound facilities show a density calculation that does not correspond to LOS F;
however, the measured free-flow speed indicated that the mainline segments or ramps are
operating deficiently.
3.11.1.5

Existing Residential Street Access

During the EIR scoping meeting on October 28, 2015, residents from the surrounding
neighborhoods expressed their concerns about the existing traffic conditions in the Project
vicinity. Concerns have been raised in regards to the existing traffic congestion, queueing, and
minimal gaps in traffic experienced during peak hours along Talbert Avenue, Euclid Street,
Ward Street, and Ellis Avenue, specifically the backup and delays it causes at residential side
streets. Based on public input, community concerns exist regarding the difficulty of accessing
the major arterials from residential neighborhoods, particularly during peak periods. Relatively
heavy arterial traffic volumes and limited gaps in traffic can lead to extended delays as the
public waits for safe turning movement access from side streets onto arterials. Concerns were
mainly raised by residents from the neighborhood north of Talbert Avenue, neighborhoods west
of Ward Street which include the Greenbrook Community and the Tiburon Condominiums, and
also from residents living near schools north and west of the Project area. Roadways of main
concern appear to include access from Goldeneye Avenue onto Euclid Street, Los Tiempos
Street onto Talbert Ave, Antelope River Avenue and Apache River Avenue onto Ward Street,
and Placer River Avenue onto Ellis Avenue among others. The public has also express
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concerns about the time it takes for them to access the I-405 associated with poor LOS at
existing I-405 on- and off-ramps, with queues extending along arterials well back from I-405. In
addition, concerns have been raised regarding residential road congestion near schools such as
Robert Gisler School, Kazuo Masuda Middle School, and Fountain Valley High School, due to
backup queues and delays generated by school pick up and drop off traffic.
Table 3.11-5.

Existing Levels of Service (LOS) at Freeway Mainlines and Ramps near
Project area

Interchange

AM

PM

Type

Density
(pc/mi/in)

LOS

Speed
(mph)

Density
(pc/mi/in)

LOS

Speed
(mph)

On-ramp at Harbor Boulevard

Merge

24.8

C

68

21.4

F2

14

Mainline between Harbor
Boulevard and Hyland
Avenue

Basic

22.3

C

68

14.6

F2

14

On-ramp at Hyland Avenue

Merge

18.0

B

68

20.6

F2

14

Mainline between Hyland
Avenue and Euclid Street

Basic

22.6

C

69

17.0

F2

26

Off-ramp at Euclid Street

Diverge

27.7

C

69

20.9

F2

26

Mainline between Euclid Street
Off-ramp and On-ramp

Basic

22.4

C

69

16.6

B

69

On-ramp at Euclid Street

Merge

20.7

C

69

22.8

C

69

Mainline between Euclid
Street and Brookhurst Street

Basic

22.8

C

69

19.3

F2

25

Off-ramp at Brookhurst Street

Diverge

15.1

B

69

12.4

F2

25

On-ramp at Brookhurst Street

Merge

21.2

C

68

17.1

B

69

On-ramp at Talbert Avenue

Merge

26.3

C

68

19.9

B

69

Mainline between Talbert
Avenue and Euclid Street

Basic

24.3

C

68

19.4

C

69

Off-ramp at Euclid Street

Diverge

28.6

D

68

22.5

C

69

Mainline between Euclid
Street Off-ramp and On-ramp

Basic

32.0

D

68

23.1

C

69

On-ramp at Euclid Street

Merge

30.5

D

68

23.6

C

69

Mainline between Euclid
Street and Harbor Boulevard

Basic

41.4

E

68

29.8

D

68

Off-ramp at Harbor Boulevard

Diverge

38.9

E

68

33.4

D

68

I-405 Northbound

I-405 Southbound

Notes:
1 Pc/mi/ln = passenger cars per mile per lane.
2 Though the density calculation does not correspond to LOS F operations, the measured free-flow speed
indicates that this segment is operating deficiently.
3 Freeway facilities operating below acceptable LOS are shown in bold.
4 Calculations were made using Highway Capacity Manual 2010 methodologies.
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.
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Residents living in the neighborhood north of Talbert Avenue currently experience long delays
while attempting to access Euclid Street and Talbert Avenue from Goldeneye Avenue and Los
Tiempos Street, respectively. Talbert Avenue currently carries approximately 24,000 ADT and
Euclid Street currently carries 33,000 ADT. While the intersection Talbert Avenue and Euclid
Street currently operate at LOS B, backup from traffic attempting to access I-405 may be
affecting traffic flow and high volumes of traffic appear to be making it difficult for residents to
exit the residential neighborhood. Citizens have stated that the high volume of traffic along
these arterials is causing minimal gaps in traffic, congestion, and high risk for accidents.
The residential neighborhoods to the west of the Project area, which include the Greenbrook
Community and the Tiburon Condominiums also experience difficulties while attempting to exit
the neighborhoods onto Ward Street. Both neighborhoods only have one road each that
provides access onto Ward Street, as such, residents attempting to exit onto Ward Street have
no other alternative. The only roadway providing access onto Ward Street from the Tiburon
Condominiums is Antelope River Avenue, and the only road providing access onto Ward Street
from the Greenbrook Community is Apache River Avenue. Similarly, access from the
Greenbrook Community onto Ellis Avenue is provided through Placer River Avenue and Los
Canarios Street. Ward Street currently carries approximately 8,000 ADT and Ellis Avenue
carries approximately 20,000 ADT along this community. The intersection of Ward Street and
Ellis Avenue operates at LOS C in the AM peak hours and LOS B in the PM peak hours. While
the intersection of Ward Street and Ellis Avenue operates at acceptable levels, minimal gaps in
traffic and backup from the traffic attempting to access the I-405 southbound on Ellis Avenue
have been noted to be causing difficulties for residents to exit their neighborhoods.
Finally, residents living near schools have also expressed concerns of existing traffic conditions.
School traffic of particular concern include Robert Gisler School and Shoreline Christian School
on Ellis Avenue west of the Project area, Kazuo Masuda Middle School on Ward Street north of
Project area, and Fountain Valley High School on Talbert Avenue west of the Project area. Due
to the proximity of Robert Gisler School with Shoreline Christian School, existing school traffic in
combination with peak hour traffic may be causing delays and high traffic flows within the
surrounding neighborhoods. Similarly, due to the fact that Kazuo Masuda Middle School is
located at the intersection of Ward Street and Slater Avenue, and Slater Avenue is one of the
main access roads into the Green Valley Community, the existing school traffic in combination
with peak hour traffic may be causing delays. Fountain Valley High School is also located near
roadways that provide primary access onto residential neighborhoods, as such, due to a
combination of factors delays are experienced along residential side streets. Additionally as
citizens have stated, these delays have been causing difficulty for residents to exit their own
property.
3.11.1.6

Pedestrian Facilities

Pedestrian facilities in the Project area consist of sidewalks, pedestrian crosswalks, and
crossing controls. Crosswalks are generally provided at signalized intersections. In the Project
area, although there are gaps in the sidewalk system, sidewalks are present along one or both
sides of all arterials including Ellis Avenue, Euclid Street, Talbert Avenue, and Ward Street.
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However, all collector and local roads within
the Project area including Mt. Shay Street,
Kalama River Avenue, Mt. Washington
Street, Lawson River Avenue, Mt. Langley
Street, and Pacific Street often lack
sidewalks. Where sidewalks are present,
areas sometimes include a landscape buffer
between the sidewalk and the roadway.
However, the discontinuous sidewalks,
within the Project area, reduce the
convenience of pedestrian access and the
general walkability of the Project area.

Sidewalk discontinuity with the Project area is observed
on most of the internal roads and along major roads
bordering the Project area.

Signalized crosswalks with pedestrian push
buttons are present at signalized intersections along most major roads. The intersections of
Newhope Street & Talbert Avenue, Euclid Street & Talbert Avenue, Ward Street & Talbert
Avenue, and Ward Street & Ellis Avenue include striped and signalized crosswalks with
pedestrian push buttons on all legs of the intersections. The intersection of Ellis Avenue/Euclid
Street & Southbound I-405 ramps only includes striped crosswalks with pedestrian push buttons
on the north, west, and south legs. The intersection of Euclid Street & Condor Avenue only
includes striped crosswalks with pedestrian push buttons on the north and west legs. The
intersection of Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 ramps only include striped
crosswalks with pedestrian push buttons on the south and east legs. In addition, crosswalks are
lacking at all other intersections of many smaller internal streets within the Project area which
lack sidewalks as well. There are no pedestrian linkages between parcels or buildings within
existing developed areas of the Project area.
3.11.1.7

Bicycle Facilities

The City of Fountain Valley has adopted three bikeway classifications that are listed in the
OCTA’s Master Plan of Countywide Bikeways. The three type of bikeway facilities, as described
below (City of Fountain Valley 2008).
Class I Bikeways (Bike Paths) – are paved facilities designated for bicycle use that are
physically separated from roadways by space or a physical barrier. Most common
applications of Class I Bikeways are along rivers, canals, utility right-of-ways, college
campuses, and within parks.
Class II Bikeway (Bike Lanes) – are lanes on the outside edge of roadways reserved for the
exclusive use of bicycles and designated with special signings and paved markings.
Class III Bikeway (Bike Routes) – are roadways recommended for bicycle use and often
connect to bike lanes and bike paths. Routes are designated with signs only and deemed
safe for bicyclist, but do not include additional paved widths nor designated lane.
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The Project area and the immediate vicinity include limited Class I bike paths and Class II bike
lanes (Figure 3.11-2). There are no bicycle facilities within the internal roads, the nearest Class I
Bike Path is located along the Santa Ana River Trail on the eastern side of the Santa Ana River,
outside of and not easily accessible from the Project area, while the western bank is developed
with a soft-surface riding and hiking trail. The nearest Class II bike lanes are located on Ward
Street on the western boundary of the Project area, which has been identified as an important
regional bicycle corridor (OCTA 2013); and on Ellis Avenue beginning west of Ward Drive and
just outside the Project Area. Garfield Avenue located ½ mile to the south of the Project Area,
and Slater Avenue located ½ mile north of the Project Area also support Class II bike lanes.
Multiple Class I and Class II bike facilities are located outside of the City east of the Santa Ana
River. Current bike facility connectivity in the Project area is limited and existing arterials are not
conducive to cycling due to limited lane widths and relatively high vehicular speeds.
3.11.1.8

Public Transit Services

Regional Transit and Shuttle Services
Regional public transit services in the Project
vicinity are provided by Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA). OCTA
provides bus, light rail, and community
shuttle service throughout the County (refer
to Figure 3.11-2). There is no rail service
within the Project area, however, OCTA bus
services provide regional transit around the
Project area, through Bus Route 37 and
Route 76. These bus lines have approximate
peak hour weekday headways of 15-60
OCTA’s Local Fixed bus routes and Community &
minutes. These bus services can be
Shuttle routes service the Project area. No rail service
is provided with the City of Fountain Valley.
accessed at multiple stops along Ellis
Avenue, Euclid Street, and Talbert Avenue. The transit routes in the Project vicinity are not well
suited for transit-dependent individuals or of sufficient frequency to encourage non-transit
individuals to use transit. Although transit stops are located around the Project area, service
times are limited and headways are greater than usual. These headways can lead to long
delays for transit-dependent individuals and would not make public transportation an attractive
option for non-transit-dependent individuals. Ideal headways to make transit most useful to
transit dependent households and attractive to non-transit dependent individuals are generally
from 10 to 15 minutes during peak hours with transit stops within 0.25 mile. While the current
transit services are not adequate, on-going route changes under the OC Bus 360° Final 2016
Service Changes are geared to optimize transit service in the Project area. The bus lines that
serve the Project area and new 2016 service conditions are described below:
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Bus Route 37 (La Habra-Fountain Valley) – Route 37 travels north-south from 1st Avenue &
Main Street in La Habra to MacArthur Boulevard & Hyland Avenue in Costa Mesa. Route 37 has
a scheduled bus stop on Talbert and Mt. Washington Street and Route 37A has a scheduled
bus stop on the corner of Ellis Avenue & Mt. Langley Street that is serviced on weekdays in the
AM by southbound trips and in the PM by northbound trips. The route operates on 15-30 minute
headways during Monday through Friday, 45 minute headways on Saturday, and with 55-60
minute headways on Sunday and holidays (Appendix E; OCTA 2017b). As a result of the OC
Bus 360º 2016 Bus Service Changes, improvements to Route 37 have qualified the corridor as
a “High Quality Transit Corridor” meeting the usefulness and attractiveness to transit
passengers within the Project vicinity.
Bus Route 76 (Huntington Beach – John Wayne Airport) – Route 76 travels east-west from
Talbert Avenue & Beach Boulevard in Huntington Beach to the John Wayne Airport. Route 76
runs along Talbert Avenue on the Project area’s northern boundary. According to the OC Bus
360° Final 2016 Service Changes, the route provides only weekday service with 60 minute
headways (OCTA 2016a).
Table 3.11-6.

Fountain Valley Crossings Local Transit
Route Description

Access within Project
Vicinity

Headways

Local Route 37

La Habra to Fountain Valley

Ellis Avenue, Euclid
Street, and Talbert
Avenue

30-minutes
(On October
2016 headways
will be improved
to 15-minutes)

Local Route 76

Huntington Beach to John
Wayne Airport
(As of June 2016)

Talbert Avenue

60-minutes
(As of June
2016)

Community and
Shuttle Route 172
(Discontinued)1

Huntington Beach to Costa
Mesa

Ellis Avenue, Euclid
Street, and Newhope
Street

60-minutes

Station/Stop/Service

Notes:
1As of June 2016, the Community and Shuttle Route 172 from Huntington Beach to Costa Mesa service has been
canceled due to low ridership. The route provided only weekday service and operated with 60 minute headways.
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; OCTA 2016.

3.11.2

Regulatory Setting

The State of California and the City have enacted a number of transportation regulations,
recognizing that transportation and traffic impacts result in secondary environmental impacts
related to climate change, air quality, noise, water quality, and urban sprawl. In the past, the
regulations were largely directed at the transportation sector to regulate emissions at the
source-level (e.g., vehicle regulations for tailpipe emissions). However, more recently, the focus
of transportation regulations have shifted to the municipal planning level, and have evolved to
require the coordinated integration of land use and transportation planning as a means to
reduce vehicle trips. The following provides details on the regulations that currently address
transportation.
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3.11.2.1

Federal Policies and Regulations

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
Titles I, II, III, and V of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) have been codified in Title 42
of the United States Code (USC), beginning at Section 12101. Title III prohibits discrimination
on the basis of disability in places of public accommodation (i.e., businesses and non-profit
agencies that serve the public) and commercial facilities (i.e., other businesses). This regulation
includes Appendix A to Part 36, Standards for Accessible Design, which establishes minimum
standards for ensuring accessibility when designing and constructing a new facility or altering an
existing facility.
Examples of key guidelines include detectable warning for pedestrians entering traffic where
there is no curb, a clear zone of 48 inches for the pedestrian travelways, and a vibration-free
zone for pedestrians.
3.11.2.2

State Policies and Regulations

Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
With the passage of the Global Warming Solutions Act (Assembly Bill [AB] 32), the State of
California committed itself to reducing statewide greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to 1990
levels by 2020. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is coordinating the response to
comply with AB 32. The City’s Circulation Element proactively incorporates strategies for
integrated land use and transportation planning that achieve GHG reduction, vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) reduction, and trip reduction that would further the City’s efforts to meet the
state-wide policy intent of this legislation.
Senate Bill (SB) 375
The adoption of SB 375 on September 30, 2008 recognizes the connection between poor city
planning and reliance on automobiles as the primary mode of transportation, with the result
being emissions from vehicles accounting for 30 percent of GHG emissions in California. SB
375 aligns the goals of regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG reduction targets,
and land use and housing allocations, and requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations
(MPOs) such as Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) to adopt a
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) or Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) within their
regional transportation plan to demonstrate the achievement of greenhouse gas reduction
targets (see also Section 3.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions). As discussed below, in compliance
with SB375, SCAG has adopted the 2016-2040 Regional Transportation/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), which addresses land use and transportation for the region
inclusive of Fountain Valley.
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Senate Bill (SB) 743
To further the state’s commitment to the goals of SB 375, AB 32 and AB 1358, Governor Brown
signed SB 743 on September 27, 2013. SB 743 adds Chapter 2.7, Modernization of
Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented Infill Projects, to Division 13 (Section 21099) of the
Public Resources Code. Key provisions of SB 743 include reforming aesthetics and parking
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis for urban infill projects and eliminating the
measurement of automobile delay, or LOS, as a metric that can be used for measuring traffic
impacts in transit priority areas. Under SB 743, the focus of transportation analysis will shift from
driver delay to reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, creation of multimodal networks, and
promotion of a mix of land uses. Specifically, SB 743 requires the Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research (OPR) to amend the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulations sections and following) to provide an alternative to LOS for evaluating
transportation impacts. Particularly for areas served by transit, those alternative criteria must
“promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” (New Public Resources Code Section
21099[b][1]). Measurements of transportation impacts may include “vehicle miles traveled,
vehicle miles traveled per capita, automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips
generated.” The OPR also has discretion to develop alternative criteria for areas that are not
served by transit, if appropriate.
Pursuant to SB 743, OPR released a Draft of Updates to the CEQA Guidelines in August 2014.
OPR’s Draft of Updates proposes vehicles miles traveled (VMT) as the replacement metric for
LOS in the context of CEQA. While OPR emphasizes that a lead agency has the discretionary
authority to establish thresholds of significance, the Draft of Updates suggest criteria which
indicate when a project may have a significant, or less than significant, transportation impact on
the environment. For instance, a project that results in VMTs greater than the regional average
for the land use type (e.g. residential, employment, commercial) may indicate a significant
impact. Alternatively, a project may have a less than significant impact if it is located within onehalf mile of an existing major transit stop, or results in a net decrease in VMTs compared to
existing conditions.
Additionally, the Draft of Updates also suggests that “transportation projects” which increase
roadway capacity in congested areas or add a new roadway should undergo additional analysis
to determine if the project will induce additional vehicle travel compared to existing conditions.
The proposed amendments also provide that transportation projects designed to improve safety
or operations, or pedestrian, bicycle and transit projects – including those that require
reallocation or removal of motor vehicle lanes – would not be expected to generate additional
VMTs and “generally” would not result in a significant transportation impact. In addition to a
project’s effect on VMT, a lead agency may also consider whether a project will cause unsafe
conditions for various roadway users.
The public comment period on OPR’s Draft of Updates ended in November 2014, and OPR
released the revised proposal to the Draft of Updates in January 2016 for further comment.
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However, this section continues to evaluate the Project in the context of existing adopted CEQA
criteria using LOS.
Caltrans Permitting Requirements
Any work within the existing right of way would have to comply with Caltrans permitting
requirements. This includes a traffic control plan that adheres to the standards set forth in the
California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) (Caltrans 2014). 1 As part of
these requirements, there are provisions for coordination with local emergency services, training
for flagmen for emergency vehicles traveling through the work zone, temporary lane separators
that have sloping sides to facilitate crossover by emergency vehicles, and vehicle storage and
staging areas for emergency vehicles. MUTCD requirements also provide for construction work
during off-peak hours and flaggers.
3.11.2.3

Regional Policies and Regulations

Southern California Association of Governments
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

(SCAG)

2016-2040

Regional

SCAG is the MPO for the six-county region that includes Orange County. To prepare for future
growth, SCAG has developed the Sustainability Planning Grant Program (formally known as the
Compass Blueprint), which outlines key principles guiding regional growth, including integrated
land use, active transportation, and green regions. In general, SCAG has established policies
that focus on promoting growth in existing and emerging centers and along major transportation
corridors; creating significant areas of mixed-use development and walkable communities;
targeting growth around existing and planned transit stations; and preserving existing open
space and stable residential areas.
Additionally, in April 2016, SCAG adopted the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS. The RTP/SCS
encompasses three principles to improve the region’s future mobility and housing needs:
economic, environment, and public health goals. The RTP/ SCS strives to provide a regional
investment framework to address the region’s transportation and related challenges, while
preserving and enhancing the existing transportation system and integrating land use into
transportation planning. The RTP/SCS employs a regional approach to accommodate future
growth within existing high quality transit areas (HQTA) to reduce VMT, congestion, and related
GHG emissions. This approach to sustainably manage growth and transportation demand
reduces the distance and barriers between new housing, jobs, and services – helping to reduce
the demand for single occupancy vehicle travel and to reduce GHG emissions through
integrated transportation, land use, housing, and environmental planning. The RTP/SCS
outlines SCAG’s plan for integrating the transportation network and related strategies with an
overall land use pattern that responds to projected growth to attain and exceed the GHG

Caltrans
Manual
on
Uniform
Traffic
Control
Devices
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/camutcd/docs/2014r2/CAMUTCD2014_rev2_hires.pdf.
1
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emission-reduction targets set forth by CARB. The RTP/SCS focuses the majority of new
housing and job growth in HQTA and other opportunity areas in existing main streets,
downtowns, and commercial corridors, to reduce vehicles mile traveled. In addition, the
RTP/SCS promotes creation of a multi-modal transportation network with first-mile and last mile
connections to transit (SCAG 2016).
Orange County Transportation Authority Long Range Transportation Plan
The Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for Orange County provides a visionary blueprint
for transportation improvements and input into the development of the RTP. The focus of the
LRTP is sustainability, specifically addressing the reduction of greenhouse gases from
automobiles. It is intended to develop a strategy to address the future needs of the
transportation system, based on a 20+ year forecast of available revenues and growth in
population, employment, and housing (OCTA 2014).
Orange County Congestion Management Program (CMP)
As Orange County’s designated Congestion Management Agency (CMA), OCTA is responsible
for the conformance monitoring and biennial updating of Orange County’s CMP. Orange County
CMP is a state-mandated program that was enacted by the State legislature with the passage of
Proposition 111 in 1990. The CMP is intended to serve as a systematic process that provides
for consistent and effective integrated monitoring and management of the multimodal
transportation system. The goals of Orange County’s CMP are to support regional mobility
objectives by reducing traffic congestion; and to provide a mechanism for coordinating land use
and development decisions that support the regional economy; and to determine gas tax fund
eligibility. To meet these goals, the CMP contains a number of policies designed to monitor and
address system performance issues. OCTA developed the policies that makeup Orange
County’s CMP in coordination with local jurisdictions, the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), and the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
(OCTA 2015b).
3.11.2.4

Local Policies and Regulations

City of Fountain Valley Municipal Code (FVMC) Title 21, Chapter 21.26 Trip Reduction and
Travel Demand Management
The purpose of the City’s Trip Reduction and Travel Demand Management Ordinance is to
implement Proposition III (Congestion Management) and Measure M (Traffic Improvements and
Growth Management Plan) that requires development of a trip reduction and travel demand
element. The ordinance applies to new development projects that will employ a total of one
hundred or more persons. The total employment projections shall be developed by the project
applicant, subject to approval by the commission.
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City of Fountain Valley General Plan
The City’s General Plan provides comprehensive planning for future development. The General
Plan provides goals, policies, and regulations to improve the adequacy of the circulation system
and ensure it meets the current and future mobility needs. The General Plan policies related to
the Project include the following:
Circulation Element
The City’s Circulation Element provides the guidance to ensure the circulation system meets the
City’s key objectives. The basic function of the City’s circulation system is to provide for the
movement of goods and people, including pedestrian, bicycles, buses, trucks, and automobiles.
As such, the circulation element guides development of the City’s circulation system to support
City and regional growth. In addition, the circulation element encourages the City to participate
in regional programs to address traffic congestion issues.
Land Use Element
Goal 2.10 Safe and attractive pedestrian facilities.
Policy 2.10.1 Provide pedestrian corridors for convenience and recreation.
Policy 2.10.2 Enhance pedestrian facilities in non-residential areas.
Policy 2.10.3 Provide for transit user safety and convenience.
Goal 2.11 Safe and attractive parking facilities throughout the City.
Air Quality Element
Policy 4.1.8 Provide for pedestrian and bicycle trails as linkages between open space
and recreation facilities within the community.
Policy 8.1.4 Cooperate with other jurisdictions in the South Coast Air Basin to reduce
the number of vehicle trips, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and reduce traffic congestion.
Growth Management Element
Goal 1 Reduce traffic congestion.
Goal 2 Ensure the provision of adequate transportation for existing and future residents of the
City.
Policy 1 Traffic Level of Service: Level of Service (LOS) “D” is the target standard for
intersections under sole control of the City. To achieve this, it is the policy of the City that within
three years of the issuance of the first building permit for a development project or within five
years of the first grading permit for said development, whichever comes first, that the necessary
improvements to transportation facilities to which the project contributes measurable traffic, are
constructed and completed to attain Level of Service (LOS) “D” at the intersection under sole
control of the City.
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Policy 2 Development Mitigation: It is the policy of the City that all new development pay its
share of regional traffic mitigation. The City shall impose an impact mitigation fee for
improvements within its boundaries and to work with other jurisdictions through InterJurisdictional Planning Forums to determine minimally acceptable impact fee levels for
application within the GMA.
Background Information Related to Growth Management Element Vehicular Traffic
Policies: While vehicular LOS and other traffic metrics discussed under the policies above have
historically been an important consideration in the context of both CEQA and one factor, among
a number of factors, in assessing general plan consistency (as discussed in greater detail in the
Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning Policies), there has been a shift in recent years to move
away from an exclusive focus on vehicular access, and the associated LOS methodology. In
2008, the Legislature modified Government Code section 65302(b)(2) [AB 1358] to require cities
and counties to “plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation network that meets the needs of
all users of streets, roads, and highways” including “bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities,
motorists, movers of commercial goods, pedestrians, users of public transportation and
seniors.” Similarly, Government Code section 65088.4(a), adopted in 2013 [SB 743], declares:
“It is the intent of the Legislature to balance the need for level of service standards for traffic with
the need to build infill housing and mixed use commercial developments within walking distance
of mass transit facilities, downtowns, and town centers and to provide greater flexibility to local
governments to balance these sometimes competing needs.” As noted under the VMT analysis
below, the project reduces VMT per service population. Furthermore, as discussed in the 2016
RTP/SCS, there can be negative consequences associated with denial of a project, including
suburban sprawl, resulting in longer job commutes (including greater regional traffic) and
greater greenhouse gas emissions (2016 SCAG RTP, pp. 2, 55, 74.). OPR’s 2017 General Plan
Guidelines recognize that “given the long-term nature of a general plan, its….text should be
general enough to allow a degree of flexibility in decision-making as times change.” Given all of
this, the City does not consider these LOS policies as fundamental mandatory policies.
Consequently, a significant and unavoidable LOS impact does not preclude the city from
concluding that a project is consistent with its General Plan as a whole.

3.11.3

Impact Assessment and Methodology

This section of provides an analysis of the Project’s coordinated circulation and mobility strategy
and its effects on the transportation system, taking into account all mode users.
3.11.3.1

Significance Criteria

Based upon Appendix G of the 2017 CEQA Guidelines the proposed project would have a
significant adverse impact on traffic if:
a) The project would conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit;
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
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b) The project would conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to LOS standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways;
c) The project would result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks;
d) The project would substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);
e) The project would result in inadequate emergency access; and/or
f)

Would the project substantially disrupt alternative transportation, including pedestrian,
bicycle, and transit facilities.

Non-Applicable Threshold(s)
Threshold (c) (air traffic patterns): This threshold regarding changes in air traffic patterns would
not be applicable since the Project area does not include an airport facility nor would
implementation of the proposed Specific Plan have any substantial impacts to surrounding
airports (e.g., John Wayne International Airport, located approximately 7 miles to the southeast).
In addition to the above standards, the required approach to transportation analysis under
CEQA is undergoing amendments by the State. Pursuant to SB 743, the OPR released a Draft
of Updates to the CEQA Guidelines in August 2014. OPR’s Draft of Updates proposes Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) as the replacement metric for LOS in the context of CEQA. While OPR
emphasizes that a lead agency has the discretionary authority to establish thresholds of
significance, the Draft of Updates suggest criteria that indicate when a project may have a
significant, or less than significant, transportation impact on the environment. For instance, a
project that results in VMTs greater than the regional average for the land use type (e.g.
residential, employment, commercial) may indicate a significant impact. Alternatively, a project
may have a less than significant impact if it is located within half a mile of an existing major
transit stop, or results in a net decrease in VMTs compared to existing conditions. The revised
CEQA guidelines are still in draft form and it is anticipated that they will undergo further changes
as a result of significant public input. Since OPR has not yet adopted new CEQA Guidelines for
the alternative criteria to LOS, the adopted significance criteria for the City of Fountain Valley
and Orange County’s CMP still remain applicable to the proposed Project.
As such, per City direction, Fehr & Peers utilized the following significance criteria to determine
potential impacts related to transportation/traffic:
The remaining criteria in this subsection are utilized for assessing compliance with significance
threshold (a) listed above. The criteria listed below address impacts to all motor vehicles using
vehicular facilities in the City of Fountain Valley, including but not limited to personal motor
vehicles, buses/transit, trucks, taxis, etc.
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City of Fountain Valley – Definition of Significant Intersection Impacts
For intersections under the City of Fountain Valley’s jurisdiction, a significant impact would
occur at a study intersection when the project-related traffic causes:
•

A signalized or unsignalized intersection to degrade from an acceptable LOS D or better
to LOS E or LOS F, or

•

The V/C ratio to increase by 0.01 or more at a signalized intersection operating at LOS E
or LOS F.

If a City of Fountain Valley intersection is operating at LOS E or worse, mitigation is needed, if
feasible, to improve the “with project” delay to less than significant.
City of Santa Ana – Definition of Significant Intersection Impacts
For intersections under the City of Santa Ana’s jurisdiction, a significant impact would occur at a
study intersection when the project-related traffic causes:
•

A signalized or unsignalized intersection to degrade from an acceptable LOS D or better
to LOS E or LOS F, or

•

The V/C ratio to increase by 0.01 or more at a signalized intersection operate at LOS E
or LOS F.

City of Costa Mesa – Definition of Significant Intersection Impacts
For intersections under the City of Costa Mesa’s jurisdiction, a significant impact would occur at
a study intersection when the project-related traffic causes:
•

A signalized or unsignalized intersection to degrade from an acceptable LOS D or better
to LOS E or LOS F, or

•

The V/C ratio to increase by 0.01 or more at a signalized intersection operate at LOS E
or LOS F.

Caltrans - Definition of Significant Intersection Impacts
For intersections under Caltrans’ jurisdiction, based on objectives 2 in Caltrans’ Guide for the
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies a significant impact would occur at a signalized study
intersection when the project-related traffic causes:

As noted above, Caltrans’ planning guidance states “Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition
between LOS “C” and LOS “D” on State highway facilities. However, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always
be feasible.” (Caltrans Guide for Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, 2002.) However, Caltrans does not provide
any specific significance threshold for identifying impacts under CEQA for a specific development project.
Consequently, the thresholds utilized in this analysis are considered very conservative, as any increase in delay and
a Caltrans intersection operating at LOS D, E, or F is considered a significant impact. This is also substantially more

2
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•

An intersection to degrade from an LOS C or better to LOS D, LOS E or LOS F; or

•

An increase in delay for intersections already operating at LOS D, LOS E, or LOS F.

Caltrans - Definition of Significant Freeway Impacts
Based on Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies 3, LOS C was utilized as
an acceptable threshold for all Caltrans freeway facilities. This threshold was applied to
determine when a facility degrades from acceptable to unacceptable levels. A significant impact
would occur at a study freeway segment when the project-related traffic causes:
•

A freeway segment to degrade from an LOS C or better to LOS D, LOS E or LOS F; or

•

An increase in density for freeway segments already operating at LOS D, LOS E, or LOS
F.

Ramp Queue Impacts
The storage capacity is deemed significant if the off-ramp extends beyond the length of the
ramps itself onto the mainline of the freeway during the peak hour and the project contributes to
such an exceedance.
Vehicular Construction Impacts
Construction traffic impacts would be significant if substantial congestion to motorists would be
caused by the proposed project on a regular or frequent basis in comparison to existing
conditions.
Definition of Significant Alternative Transportation Impacts
Impacts to alternative transportation facilities would be considered potentially significant if the
project would substantially disrupt alternative transportation, including pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit facilities.
3.11.3.2

Methodology

This transportation impact analysis addresses the impacts associated with implementation of
the proposed Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan. The proposed Specific Plan would guide
future development of the Project area, including land use changes to allow for redevelopment
and reuse of under-utilized or under-developed office and industrial properties. The Specific
Plan proposes new office, retail, and residential space that would enhance economic
development with revenue-generating employment centers supported by compatible residential
growth.
conservative that the state highway significance thresholds outlined in the Orange County CMP, which define “three
percent of the level of service standard as a significant impact.” (Orange County 2015 CMP, Appendix B-1.)
3

See previous footnote.
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The TIA addressed and analyzed the following scenarios to describe the impacts associated
with implementation of the proposed Project (see Appendix E):

•

Existing (2015) Conditions – Consist of existing (September 2015) counts collected at
the study intersections;

•

Existing (2015) With Project Conditions – Project trips were assiged to the study
intersections on top of the existing counts;

•

Buildout Year (2035) Without Project Conditions – The Costa Mesa Transportation
Analysis Model (CMTM) was used to develop future growth rates. Within the study area,
cumulative daily traffic volumes were estimated to increase by 11-13% from base year to
future year, as shown in the model plots provided in Appendix E (see Appendix H
attached thereto). The CMTM is derived from the Orange County Transportation
Analysis Model, Version 3.4 (OCTAM 3.4), which is maintained by the Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) and has been developed according to OCTA’s Orange
County sub-area traffic modeling guidelines. The CMTM has been certified by OCTA as
being consistent with the OCTAM regional model. Additional information on the
development of the CMTM is available at http://www.costamesaca.gov/ftp/generalplan20152035/Appendix%20C%20-%20Traffic%20Study.pdf. Any pending and approved project
trips that were not included in the model land use assumptions and were assumed to be
in operation by the buildout year were manually added to the forecast buildout volumes
to produce the Buildout Year (2035) Without Project traffic volumes, including
assumptions for buildout and operation of the Southpark Specific Plan Sakioka Site at
1,017 ksf (see Appendix E, Section 5 for additional details regarding cumulative project
growth assumptions and roadway improvements); and

•

Buildout Year (2035) With Project Conditions – Project trips described under the “Trip
Generation” subsection below, were assigned to the study intersections on top of the
Buildout Year Without Project Conditions forecasts.

Methodology for Determining Fountain Valley Crossing Specific Plan Impacts
Intersection Analysis
For signalized intersections within the jurisdiction of Fountain Valley, Costa Mesa, and Santa
Ana, the traffic analysis was evaluated in accordance with the CMP guidelines using the
Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology. For Caltrans’ facilities and unsignalized
intersections, methodologies consistent with the Highway Capacity Manual 2010 (HCM 2010)
were applied.
The ICU methodology is considered a standard approach for evaluating signalized intersection
operations in Orange County and the Cities of Fountain Valley. The ICU methodology evaluates
the critical movements for each signal and compares that to the critical movement capacity of
the intersection, resulting in a V/C ratio. After the quantitative V/C estimates are complete, the
methodology assigns a qualitative letter grade that represents the operations of the intersection.
These grades range from Level of Service (LOS) A (minimal delay) to LOS F (excessive
congestion). LOS E represents at-capacity operations. For the Cities of Fountain Valley and
Santa Ana, LOS D or better is considered acceptable. Descriptions of the LOS letter grades for
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intersections are provided in Table 3.11-2, Intersection Level of Service Definitions. For the one
unsignalized side-street stop controlled intersection, the HCM methodology estimates the
longest-delayed turning movement. Once the delay is estimated, the LOS grade is assigned
based on the criteria shown in Table 3.11-2.
The HCM 2010 methodology is considered the standard approach for evaluating signalized
intersections under the jurisdiction of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). It
reports the average delay of the intersection.
Freeway Facilities Analysis
The freeway segments and ramps within the study area were analyzed for the basic, weave,
merge, and diverge components where capacity constraints typically occur on the freeway
system utilizing the HCM 2010 methodologies. LOS for each of these segments is defined on
the basis of density (passenger cars per mile per lane). Table 3.11-3, Freeway Mainline and
Ramp Junction Level of Service Definitions, shows the LOS criteria for each freeway segment.
Traffic Volumes
Traffic was estimated for the proposed Project using Fehr & Peers MainStreet tool and
distributed to the network using the Costa Mesa Transportation Analysis Model and Census
journey-to-work data.
Trip Generation
The proposed Project will generate additional vehicular travel in the study area. Given the
mixed-use nature of the Project area, it will not generate traffic in a similar manner as traditional
development sites. As such, the trip generation analysis considers the combined effects of the
Project’s mixed uses, regional location, demographics, and development scale. These factors
contribute to a reduction (when compared to national homogeneous development projects) in
off-site average weekday vehicle “trips” (e.g., one vehicle trip is when a person drives from their
home to school, shopping or their job; their return drive home is counted as another trip). This
reduction is due largely to the Project’s ability to “internally capture” a higher proportion of these
trips. Due to the complexity of factors that generate trips in a mixed-use Project, Fehr & Peers
decided to utilize the Mixed-use development trip generation model (MXD Model) to determine
internal and external trip generation from the proposed Specific Plan.
The MXD modal estimates trip generation and internal capture by adjusting trip generation rates
to account for the influence of built environment variables. Variables used in the MXD model
include general Project area information such as geographic factors, the land use of the
surrounding area, and Project area /surrounding area demographics. A key feature of this
project related to trip internalization is the proximity to transit. Accessibility to transit vastly
increases transportation choices for those seeking to travel. This feature is also included in the
MXD trip generation methodology as applied in this study as it accounts for the total
employment located along the transit corridors and estimates the probability of a mode shift
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toward transit if development occurs within the mixed-use site. A detailed discussion of the MXD
model and trip generation is provided in the TIA in Appendix E, Section 4.
To determine the amount of trips that would be internal to the Project area, an MXD trip
generation estimate was prepared. The MXD analysis first begins with gross trip rates identified
in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation (9th Edition, 2012). It then
incorporates the MXD methodology for “matching” trips to estimate the amount of internalization
within the Project area. To develop trip estimates that would be generated by the changes in
land use proposed by the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan, Fehr & Peers developed trip
estimates for the existing land use and the proposed land use in order to find the difference in
trips between the two scenarios. This difference in trips is what is considered the Project only
trip generation estimates. Results of the projected daily, AM and PM peak hour trips generated
by the Project are shown in Table 3.11-7, Project Trip Generation. Since the Project area is
divided by the I-405, trip generations and estimates were evaluated by zone (North of I-405 and
South of I-405). As shown in Table 3.11-7, the proposed land uses are projected to generate
7,890 additional daily trips.
Table 3.11-7.

Project Trip Generation

Zone
Existing Land Use Plan
North of I-405
South of I-405
Total
Proposed Land Use Plan
North of I-405
South of I-405
Total
Difference in Land Use Plans
North of I-405
South of I-405
Final Trip Generation Estimates

Daily

In

AM Peak
Out

In

PM Peak
Out

24,361
8,268
32,629

1,269
456
1,725

269
123
392

807
225
1,032

1,543
465
2,008

26,364
14,155
40,519

1,129
1,290
2,419

395
210
605

879
351
1,230

1,432
1,227
2,659

2,003
5,887
7,890

-140
834
694

126
87
213

72
126
198

-111
762
651

Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.

Trip Distribution
The project trip distribution reflects the likely approach and departure routes to the Project area,
as determined through multiple sources such as the location of complementary land uses,
Census journey-to-work data, and the Costa Mesa Transportation Analysis Model. The Costa
Mesa Transportation Analysis Model is a multi-modal transportation tool specifically designed to
evaluate alternatives to support regional planning activities in the Costa Mesa area. Trip
distribution was assumed at the zone level, with each zone containing a unique project trip
distribution. All zones used similar assumptions for regional trip distribution; differences in
distribution were typically based off location relative to regional facilities. Project trip distribution
is displayed Figure 3.11-3.
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Trip Assignment
Based on the trip generation and trip distribution estimates described above, project trips were
assigned to the study area roadway network by zone using Traffix 8.0 software. The Project
trips were added to the Existing (2015) traffic volumes to develop Existing (2015) With Project
traffic volumes.
On-site Roadway Improvements
On-site roadway, pedestrian, bicycle and transit improvements included in Section 2, Project
Description, were assumed in the Existing (2015) With Project Conditions. These improvements
include:
•
•
•
•

On-street parking on Mt. Washington Street/Condor Avenue and Euclid Street between
Newhope Street and the I-405 overpass
Pedestrian network improvements, such as decreasing block sizes and increasing the
number of paved sidewalks and painted intersection crosswalks
Bicycle network improvements, such as establishing two bicycle connections with the
Santa Ana River Bicycle Trail and including a Class I Bike Path along Ellis Avenue
Improvements for future transit services, such as installing benches, shelters, reinforced
concrete bus pads for layovers, and/or additional street lighting at the existing, wellplaced bus stop

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment
In respect to SB 743, Fehr & Peers assisted in completing an assessment to quantify VMT for
the proposed Project. The VMT assessment included the use of the SCAG forecasting model
and the MXD modal trip generation methodology to accurately estimate Project trip
internalization based on land use mix and accessibility. With the estimates of trip generation and
trip lengths, the TIA calculated that existing VMT in the Project area is 279,638 VMT per day
and Future Year with Project VMT would be 341,008 VMT per day. Using service population
and employment numbers, the TIA also calculated that existing VMT per service population is
55.86 VMT per day per service population and in Future Year with Project VMT would be 34.61
VMT per day per service population. With TDM reductions project VMT per day per service
population under the Project would be reduced substantially from existing average VMT. The
TIA calculated that TDM-adjusted VMT in Future Year with Project would be 332,483 VMT per
day and TDM-adjusted VMT per service population would be 33.75 VMT per day per service
population. This represents that even with TDM reductions, buildout of the Specific Plan would
increase overall VMT per day relative to existing VMT, however, future year VMT per service
population would be decreased.
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3.11.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact T-1 Description
T-1

Construction activities anticipated to occur under the proposed Fountain Valley
Crossings Specific Plan would potentially create short-term traffic impacts due
to congestion from construction vehicles (e.g., construction trucks,
construction worker vehicles, equipment, etc.), traffic lane and sidewalk
closures, and loss of on-street parking. With implementation of a Construction
Impact Mitigation Plan, construction impacts would be less then significant with
mitigation.

Build-out associated with the proposed Specific Plan would include up to 785,532 square feet of
new office floor area, 134,010 square feet of new retail floor area, and up to 491 residential units
projected to occur through 2035. The proposed Specific Plan would guide individual private
development and public infrastructure projects, including new office, retail, and residential uses
as well as planned road, streetscape, and infrastructure improvements. Under the proposed
Specific Plan standards, future development projects would generally consist of buildings from
one to four stories in height with associated private onsite improvements (e.g., parking,
landscaping) as well as public streetscape improvements (e.g., sidewalk, parking, street trees
and furniture). Refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, for specific project details.
Construction activities anticipated to occur under the proposed Fountain Valley Crossings
Specific Plan would vary annually, occurring over typical 1-2 year construction periods for
individual projects enable by the Specific Plan through 2035. Construction activities would
generally include demolition of existing buildings and/or parking lots, excavation/grading,
transport of materials, and construction of buildings. As noted in Table 3.11-7, existing trips
account for 32,629 average daily trips. During peak construction activity, the demolition of
existing structures would result in an overall temporary net decrease in traffic and trip
generation within the Project area and vicinity, due to the potential for the demolition of existing
operational uses and subsequent reduction in trip generation associated with such use. It is
anticipated that construction traffic could potentially be less than the existing operational trip
generation for the Project area, therefore resulting in a net decline in trip generation and traffic
for the duration of construction activities. A typical duration of construction for a particular parcel
could generally range from 12 to 24 months, depending upon project size and complexity.
During construction, construction truck trips would be generated from export/import of soil,
hauling of materials, and transport of heavy construction equipment. Additionally, construction
activities would result in temporary trips from construction workers driving to and from the work
site.
Construction schedules involve the coordination and integration of numerous aspects of
construction. By their nature, construction schedules may be modified when they involve
multiple phases, specialized equipment/crews, and/or multi-season schedules. Due to the longterm planning horizon, the corresponding number of construction-related trips at any given time
cannot be precisely calculated. However, typical major office construction projects can require
export of fill and demolition debris using single box or double-trailer haul “end dump”, often
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resulting in dozens of truck round trips per day (e.g., three trucks per hour, 9 hours per day, 18
cubic yards per load), to export building debris and earth. Further, construction activity during
early site preparation periods typically also includes cement trucks, material and equipment
delivery trucks, and worker vehicles. While the rate of development and precise location(s)
cannot be forecasted at this time, potential overlap of construction activities over the planning
horizon could potentially result in a significant increase in daily construction vehicle trips
(depending on the project) within the Project area and surrounding vicinity. However, these
impacts would be spread throughout the Project area as it is unlikely that adjacent parcels
would be developed concurrently.
Construction-related increases in traffic for individual projects would be short-term in nature and
would incrementally contribute to road or intersection congestion over the planning horizon.
However, as noted above, construction activities will likely also result in a reduction in existing
trip generation from the demolition of existing structures located in the Project area.
Consequently, the increase in construction related trips would be offset by the reduction in
operational trips resulting from demolition of existing operational structures for the duration of
demolition and construction activities.
Increased construction traffic, particularly large haul trucks and other heavy equipment (e.g.,
cement trucks and cranes), may also disrupt traffic flows, congest turn lanes with limited
capacity, and generally slow traffic movement. This would be a significant impact without
mitigation, which would be subject to mitigation. While construction-related traffic would be
ongoing within the Project area, the location and duration of projects would vary with such traffic
impacting different blocks or intersections for short-term periods through 2035 or beyond.
Other potential construction-related activities include idling, parked, or queued heavy trucks that
could potentially obstruct visibility, traffic flows, and interfere with pedestrian and bicycle flows.
Further, construction activities would require parking for construction workers for each of the
potential developments under the proposed Specific Plan during peak periods. Construction
may also require the temporary or extended closure of traffic lanes and sidewalks on
surrounding streets to accommodate excavation for utility installation, parked vehicles, operation
of construction equipment, installation of project improvements, etc. Depending on final
construction plan details, such lane and sidewalk closures could extend from a single day to
several weeks. Construction activities (e.g., lane closures) could also cause delays for people in
vehicles and on public transit.
Construction parking demand combined with temporary removal of on-street parking resulting
from development under the proposed Specific Plan would potentially effect on-street parking
availability around a Project area. In general, Project construction activities could create
potentially significant short-term impacts along major access routes in the Project area and
surrounding vicinity. However, the City does not anticipate additional impacts associated with
persons searching for parking. Further, it is anticipated that there would be a temporary
reduction in demand for parking associated with the demolition of existing operational structures
during construction of individual development projects due to temporary reductions in total
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square footage of operational uses and associated employees and visitor/customer which would
contribute towards Project area demands for parking.
Implementation of mitigation measure MM T-1 would require implementation of a Construction
Impact Mitigation Plan, which would address construction traffic routing and control, vehicular
and pedestrian safety, pedestrian/bicycle access and parking, street closures, construction
parking on a development-by-development basis. This Construction Impact Mitigation Plan
would address individual phases of development including demolition, site preparation, and ongoing construction activities, which would be anticipated to occur over an approximately 12- to
24-month period for each development under the proposed Specific Plan. Implementation of
mitigation measure MM T-1 would reduce construction-related traffic impacts to less than
significant with mitigation.
Construction schedules involve the coordination and integration of numerous aspects of
construction occurring on an interdependent basis or in cases where construction requires
specialized equipment/crews, there are numerous times when precise scheduling of specific
construction activities must be modified at the last minute. Examples, include but are not limited
to situations when certain predecessor construction activities don’t start or end at the schedule
time, specialized construction equipment breaking down during the job or unexpectedly out of
service when needed, specialized subcontractors not being at the Project site when planned
due to other previously scheduled construction projects taking longer than expected. Given the
long-term nature of this Project, the lack of specific construction details, and the fact that
construction activities will vary on a day-to-day basis, flexible mitigation measures such as MM
T-1 are required. Similar mitigation was upheld by the Court of Appeal in Neighbors for Smart
Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (2012) Case No. B232655. While this case
was reviewed by the Supreme Court, this issue was not overturned. More specifically, the Court
of Appeal upheld the construction traffic management mitigation noting “The EIR contemplated
that major arteries will not be closed during non-weekend and non-evening hours without that
approval, which is an acceptable performance standard…Petitioner has demonstrated no
inadequacy in the Expo Authority’s construction mitigation measures.”
Mitigation Measures
MM T-1.
Construction Impact Mitigation Plan. Future development occurring under the
proposed Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan shall be required to prepare a Construction
Impact Mitigation Plan for review and approval prior to issuance of a grading or building permit
to address and manage traffic during construction and shall be designed to:
•
•
•
•
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Prevent traffic impacts on the surrounding roadway network;
Minimize parking impacts both to public parking and access to private parking to the
greatest extent practicable;
Ensure safety for both those constructing the project and the surrounding community;
and
Prevent substantial truck traffic through residential neighborhoods.
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The Construction Impact Mitigation Plan shall be subject to review and approval by the following
City departments: Planning & Building, Public Works, and Police to ensure that the Construction
Impact Mitigation Plan has been designed in accordance with this mitigation measure.
Additionally, the plan shall be prepared and implemented in coordination with any affected
agencies such as OCTA and Caltrans. The review of the plan shall occur prior to issuance of
grading or building permits. It shall, at a minimum, include the following:
Ongoing Requirements throughout the Duration of Construction
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•

•

A detailed Construction Impact Mitigation Plan for work zones shall be maintained. At
a minimum, this shall include parking and travel lane configurations; warning,
regulatory, guide, and directional signage; and area sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and
parking lanes. The Construction Impact Mitigation Plan shall include specific
information regarding the project’s construction activities that may disrupt normal
pedestrian and traffic flow and the measures to address these disruptions. Such
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning & Building and Public Works
Departments prior to commencement of construction and implemented in
accordance with this approval.
Work within the public right-of-way, deliveries, haul trips, and construction employee
trips shall be performed during off-peak vehicular traffic hours. No construction work
would be permitted on Sundays and national holidays that City offices are closed.
Construction work includes, but is not limited to dirt and demolition material hauling
and construction material delivery. Work within the public right-of-way outside of
these hours shall only be allowed after the issuance of an after-hours construction
permit. Exceptions may be made for time sensitive construction activities (e.g.,
pouring concrete).
“Flagger” construction personnel shall be required at construction site entrances.
The closure of major arterials shall be limited to non-peak vehicular traffic hours only.
Streets and equipment shall be cleaned in accordance with established Public Works
requirements.
Trucks shall only travel on a City-approved truck routes. Limited queuing may occur
on the construction site itself.
Materials and equipment shall be minimally visible to the public; the preferred
location for materials is to be on-site, with a minimum amount of materials within a
work area in the public right-of-way, subject to a current Use of Public Property
Permit.
Any requests for work before or after normal construction hours within the public
right-of-way shall be subject to review and approval through the After Hours Permit
process administered by the Building and Safety Division.
Provision of off-street parking for construction workers, which may include the use of
a remote location with shuttle transport to the site, if determined necessary by the
City.
The Construction Impact Mitigation Plan shall ensure adequate emergency access is
maintained throughout the duration of all construction activities. Consistent with the
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requirements and regulations of the MUTCD, adequate emergency access shall be
ensured through measures such as coordination with local emergency services,
training for flagmen for emergency vehicles traveling through the work zone,
temporary lane separators that have sloping sides to facilitate crossover by
emergency vehicles, and vehicle storage and staging areas for emergency vehicles.
Project Coordination Elements That Shall Be Implemented Prior to Commencement of
Construction
•

•

•

•
•

The traveling public shall be advised of impending construction activities which may
substantially affect key roadways or other facilities (e.g., information signs, portable
message signs, media listing/notification, Hotline number, and implementation of an
approved Construction Impact Mitigation Plan) in a manner appropriate to the scale
and type of projects.
A Use of Public Property Permit, Excavation Permit, Sewer Permit, or Oversize Load
Permit, as well as any Caltrans permits required for any construction work requiring
encroachment into public rights-of-way, detours, or any other work within the public
right-of-way shall be obtained.
Timely notification of construction schedules shall be provided to all affected
agencies (e.g., Police Department, Fire Department, Public Works Department, and
Community Development Department) and to all owners and residential and
commercial tenants of property within a radius of 500 feet.
Construction work shall be coordinated with affected agencies in advance of start of
work. Approvals may take up to two weeks per each submittal.
Planning & Building and Public Works Departments approval of any haul routes for
earth, concrete, or construction materials and equipment hauling shall be obtained.

Residual Impact
With implementation of the mitigation measure for construction traffic, construction-traffic
impacts would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.
Impact T-2 Description
T-2:
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Under existing with Project conditions, increased traffic generated by buildout of
the proposed Project would increase congestion at 3 of the 20 study
intersections. While the proposed Project would include transit, pedestrian, and
bike improvements and a TDM Program to minimize new vehicle trips, potential
peak period congestion would still exceed existing City and Caltrans LOS
thresholds. Intersection impacts to Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound
I-405 Ramps (Intersection #15) and Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I405 Ramps (Intersection #19) would be temporarily significant and unavoidable.
With implementation of intersection improvements, intersection impacts to all
other impacted intersections would be less than significant with implementation
of mitigation.
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Under existing with Project conditions, buildout of the proposed Specific Plan would generate an
increase of 7,890 daily trips. It is estimated that 17 of the 20 study intersections analyzed would
continue to operate at LOS D or better for intersection under the City’s jurisdiction and LOS C or
better for intersection under Caltrans jurisdiction. The remaining three intersections were
projected to operate at LOS D, E or F during one or more analyzed peak hours under existing
with Project conditions (Appendix E, Tables 3-1 and 4-4). Traffic generated by buildout of the
Specific Plan would create significant intersection impacts at the following study intersections:
•

Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington Street (#12) – AM Peak Hour (LOS F), PM Peak
Hour (LOS F) (within the City’s jurisdiction)

•

Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps (#15) – AM Peak Hour (LOS
D), PM Peak Hour (LOS F) (within Caltrans’ jurisdiction)

•

Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps (#19)– PM Peak Hour (LOS F)
(within Caltrans’ jurisdiction)

These impacts were evaluated based on the change in operational conditions (V/C, delay,
and/or LOS) generated by the buildout of the proposed Specific Plan. Impacts were found to be
significant because Project-related traffic would cause intersections to operate at levels that
exceed the designated jurisdictional thresholds, compared to existing conditions. The FVCSP
has identified several programs and infrastructure projects which would help to reduce
intersection impacts to some degree, such as intersection improvements, installation of
pedestrian and bicycle facilities, signalization of intersections, etc. (see Section 3.5.1 of the
FVCSP within Appendix C of the EIR). However, these improvements may indirectly result in
secondary impacts to these intersection, and may not fully address impacts, as discussed in
further detail below.
Table 3.11-8.

Existing (2015) With Project Intersection Impacts

Intersection

Control4

12. Talbert Avenue & Mt.
Washington Street

TWSC

15. Euclid Street & Newhope
Street/Northbound I-405
Ramps

Signal

19. Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street
& Southbound I-405 Ramps

Signal

Notes:

Peak
Hour

Existing (2015)

Existing (2015)
plusWith Project

V/C1 or
Delay2

LOS3

V/C1 or
Delay2

LOS3

AM

7075

F

1,5925

F

PM

1,053

F

1,082

F

AM

33.4

C

48.1

D

PM

54.8

D

88.7

F

AM

28.6

C

34.6

C

PM

52.8

D

114

F

5

5

1 V/C

for signalized intersection is based on application of the Intersection Capacity Utilization methodology
using Traffix 8.0 software. V/C = Volume / Capacity Ratio.
2 Delay is average intersection delay (seconds) based on application of the Highway Capacity Manual 2010
methodology using Synchro 8 software.
3 Bold indicates an LOS below the acceptable threshold.
4 TWSC is two-way stop control.
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5 Highway

Capacity Manual 2010 methodology and Synchro Software is intended for under-saturated
conditions and cannot accurately estimate intersection delay greater than 200 seconds. Values shown are
estimates for comparative purposes only.
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.

Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington Street (#12)
This stop-controlled intersection is under City of Fountain Valley jurisdiction, as such it is subject
to City adopted standards. Under existing condition, this intersection operates at LOS F for both
AM and PM peak hours. With implementation and buildout of the proposed Specific Plan,
approximately 10-percent or 790 additional daily trips would traverse this intersection
(Appendix E). The additional Project-related traffic would exacerbate existing operational
condition by increasing the delay at this stop-controlled intersection, resulting in the continuation
of LOS F. A peak hour traffic signal warrant assessment was also conducted to assess if this
unsignalized intersection satisfied the peak hour volume warranted for traffic signal installation.
The results of the analysis indicated that signalization would be warranted as the intersection
met Warrant #1 (8-Hour Volume), Warrant #2 (4-Hour Volume), and Warrant #3 (Peak Hour
Volume) for existing conditions.
Installation of a traffic signal (FVCSP Infrastructure Project #6; see Section 3.5.1 of Appendix C)
and restriping the westbound approach to convert the existing right-turn lane to a shared
through/right-turn lane would improve conditions to LOS D. However, as noted by Kittelson &
Associates in the traffic study for the Costco Gas Station Expansion project, installation of a
signal at the Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington Street intersection could result in secondary
queuing impact (Appendix E) without additional modifications outlined below. The northbound
queues at the six-point stop-sign controlled intersection, in the Costco parking lot, has the
potential to spill back and affect the operation condition of the Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington
Street intersection. In combination with the improvement identified above, the six-point
intersection should be reconfigured to accommodate future northbound queues. By removing
access from the northern eastbound and westbound approaches, the six-point intersection can
be converted to a standard four legged intersection which would allow the northbound approach
to be a free movement intersection and would eliminate the possibility of northbound queues.
Therefore, with implementation of these improvements impacts from Project-related traffic would
be less than significant with mitigation.
Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps (#15)
This intersection is under Caltrans jurisdiction, as such, it is subject to Caltrans adopted
standards. Under existing condition, the intersection operates at an LOS C in AM peak hours
and at an LOS D in PM peak hours. With buildout of the proposed Specific Plan, Project-related
traffic would exacerbate the operational condition of this intersection. Increases in traffic would
generate higher delays at the intersection and would deteriorate conditions to LOS D and E
during AM and PM peak hours, respectively. This impact would occur due to the projected
increase in Project generated trips entering and exiting the I-405.
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The OCTA/Caltrans I-405 Improvement Project (I-405 Improvement Project) (SCAG 2016 RTP
Federal Transportation Improvement Program [FTIP] ID ORA030605) includes improvements to
freeway mainlines, bridges, on- and off-ramps, and associated intersections, including the
Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps intersection. Improvements to this
intersection would include the addition of one northbound left turn lane along with optimization
of the AM and PM traffic signal cycle lengths and splits within the coordinated signal timing plan.
These improvements are projected to be completed between 2017 and 2022. 4
Prior to completion of these improvements, there is the potential that development occurring
under the FVCSP may generate and contribute to the traffic environment, in which a potentially
significant impact would occur. Given that the City has no control over the timing of these
improvements and the potential for significant traffic congestion be experienced for an extended
period prior to implementation of improvements, impacts to this intersection are conservatively
considered to be significant and unavoidable. 5 However, the improvements described above,
once implemented, would improve operational conditions of the intersection to acceptable LOS
C for both AM and PM peak hours under existing plus project conditions, in which impacts at
this intersection would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation.
Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps (#19)
This intersection is under Caltrans jurisdiction, as such, it is subject to the Caltrans significance
criteria listed above. Under existing conditions, the intersection operates at LOS C in the AM
peak hours and at LOS D in the PM peak hours. With buildout of the proposed Specific Plan,
Project-related traffic would cause intersection operation to degrade to LOS F in the PM peak
hour, resulting in a significant impact. The increase in trips entering and existing the I-405 would
increase delay to intersections operating below LOS C.
The Caltrans I-405 improvement Project would include improvements to freeway mainlines,
bridges, on- and off-ramps, and associated intersections, including the Ellis Avenue/Euclid
Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps intersection. Improvements to this intersection would include
the construction of a southbound flyover on-ramp from eastbound Ellis Avenue over the Orange
County Sanitation District property and Santa Ana River to southbound I-405. The improvement
would include the elimination of the dual left-turn lanes from eastbound Ellis Avenue to the

Following release of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR for public review in October 2017, Caltrans and OCTA have
chosen to proceed with alternative improvements to the Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps
(Intersection #19) than what had been identified, planned, funded, and approved under the Caltrans I-405
Improvement Project. A revised analysis of Project effects on these revised improvements has been prepared and
provided in an Addendum to the Draft Recirculated EIR TIA (December 2017) included in Appendix E of this EIR.
Detailed discussion of the revised improvements and effects on Project traffic conditions are provided in Section 8.0,
Response to Comments.
4

This temporary impact is theoretical, as this Existing Plus Project 2015 analysis assumes theoretical full buildout of
the project by the year 2015, when full buildout of the project is not anticipated until 2035. Consequently, there would
not be a constitutional nexus or rough proportionality for imposing additional mitigation to address this temporary
impact.
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existing I-405 southbound on-ramp and would provide increased queue storage. The
improvements are projected to be completed between 2017 and 2022. 6
Prior to completion of these improvements, there is the potential that development occurring
under the FVCSP may generate and contribute to the traffic environment, in which a potentially
significant impact would occur. Given that the City has no control over the timing of these
improvements and the potential for significant traffic congestion be experienced for an extended
period prior to implementation of improvements, impacts to this intersection are conservatively
considered to be significant and unavoidable. 7 However, the improvements described above
would improve operational conditions of the intersection to LOS B for both AM and PM peak
hours under existing plus project conditions. Therefore, impacts at this intersection would be
less than significant with implementation of mitigation.
Mitigation Measures
MM T-2a
Amended Implementation and Funding/Financing Strategy for the Fountain
Valley Crossings Specific Plan. The City shall amend Section 3.5 of the FVCSP
Implementation and Funding/Financing Strategy prior to adoption of the Specific Plan. The
Specific Plan shall require to include a subsequent fee justification study, identify costs for
transportation improvements, apportion costs for improvements, and include fair share projected
costs for each funded and unfunded improvement. Prior to approval of the first entitlements for a
development within the Project area, the City must adopt the regular fee update schedule for
identified intersection improvements. The City shall coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions to
identify intersection improvements, apportion costs for improvements, and scheduling of
proposed improvements.
1. The Amended Implementation and Funding/Financing Strategy shall:
•

•
•

Identify the cost of improvements to all identified transportation improvements, within
the Project area and surround vicinity, needed to serve the proposed Fountain Valley
Crossings Specific Plan.
Clearly apportion existing and projected demand on these facilities and costs
between existing users, the City, and proposed future development projects.
Identify development impact fees for all residential and non-residential projects to
ensure that each project pays its fair share of public infrastructure costs.

Following release of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR for public review in October 2017, Caltrans and OCTA have
chosen to proceed with alternative improvements to the Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps
(Intersection #19) than what had been identified, planned, funded, and approved under the Caltrans I-405
Improvement Project. A revised analysis of Project effects on these revised improvements has been prepared and
provided in an Addendum to the Draft Recirculated EIR TIA (December 2017) included in Appendix E of this EIR.
Detailed discussion of the revised improvements and effects on Project traffic conditions are provided in Section 8.0,
Response to Comments.
6

This temporary impact is theoretical, as this Existing Plus Project 2015 analysis assumes theoretical full buildout of
the project by the year 2015, when full buildout of the project is not anticipated until 2035. Consequently, there would
not be a constitutional nexus or rough proportionality for imposing additional mitigation to address this temporary
impact.
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•

Include a regular fee update schedule, consistent with the City’s Capital
Improvement Program.

MM T-2b
Intersection Improvements Impact Fee. At the intersection of Talbert Avenue &
Mt. Washington Street (Intersection #12), a traffic signal shall be installed. In addition, the sixpoint stop-controlled intersection, within the Costco parking lot, shall be reconfigured into a
standard four leg intersection by removing the northern eastbound and westbound approaches.
To further reduce impacts, it is recommended that the westbound approach be restriped to
convert the existing right-turn lane into a shared through/right turn lane. Additional geometric
improvement options such as signal phasing and green times shall be considered and reviewed
prior to final design of this intersection. In accordance with MM T-2a, approved improvements
shall be included in Implementation and Funding/Financial Strategy and development project
applicants within the Project area shall pay a fair share contribution towards these
improvements. The fair share fee shall be evaluated based on based on a metric approved by
the City (e.g. dwelling units, acreage, square footage, ADT, etc.).
Residual Impact
In addition to the mitigation identified above, the FVCSP identifies several programs and
infrastructure projects as well as the timing and funding sources of such programs and projects.
While these programs and projects included under the FVCSP would improve circulation
conditions within and surrounding the Project area, the TIA has identified additional
improvements necessary to reduce impacts to local intersections. With implementation of the
identified programs and infrastructure projects provided in the FVCSP (Section 3.5.1, Summary
of Plan Implementation Capital Projects and City Programs, of Appendix C), in addition to, and
in accordance with the specific requirements of MM T-2a and -2b, impacts resulting from
buildout of the Project would be reduced, but may not fully be reduced to a less than significant
level, as discussed below.
Potentially significant intersection impacts are projected to occur at full buildout of the Specific
Plan (2035). Since traffic impacts would vary by development project, MM T-2a would ensure
that the City amends the Implementation and Funding/Financing Strategy of the FVCSP to
include a fee justification study and the identify appropriate fair share fees to ensure funds for all
improvements to transportation facilities are appropriate acquired, ensuring efficient mobility
within the Project area and surrounding vicinity is attained. Amendments to the Implementation
and Funding/Financing Strategy under MM T-2a would require the City to evaluate the cost of
each improvement and would require all development project applicants to pay a fair share fee.
Based on the signal warrant analysis provided in the TIA for Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington
intersection (Intersection #12), installation of a traffic signal would be required. This conclusion
is consistent with the traffic study prepared by Kittelson & Associates, Inc. for the Costco Gas
Station Expansion project. Additional required improvements would include restriping the
westbound approach to convert the existing right-turn lane into a shared through/right-turn lane.
The six-point intersection within the Costco parking lot would have to be reconfigured into a
standard four-point intersection to allow free-flow northbound movement. These improvements
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would improve conditions to acceptable LOS D for both AM and PM peak hours (see Table
3.11-9). MM T-2b would require that the City includes these improvements in the amended
Implementation and Funding/Financing Strategy to ensure that each development project
applicant pays a fair share fee to fund the improvements.
Therefore, with implementation of MM T-2a and 2b and improvement proposed under the I-405
Improvement Project, impacts to the intersections of Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington
(Intersection #12) would be less than significant with mitigation once implemented.
With regard to potential impacts at Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps
(Intersection #15) and Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps intersection
(Intersection #19), the planned and funded I-405 Improvement Project would include
improvements to both of these intersections. These improvements, including others identified
under the I-405 Improvement Project are funded through the FTIP in the RTP/SCS has
identified funding sources through existing federal, state, and local measures and program.
Additional funding for these improvements by the City would not be required to ensure
appropriate funding for necessary improvements to address Project-related impacts. Therefore,
The the improvements proposed under the I-405 Improvement Project would improve the
operational conditions of Intersections #15 and #19 to less than significant once implemented
(see Table 3.11-9). However, given the City has no control over the timing of improvements
proposed under the I-405 Improvement Project which are necessary to reduce impacts, impacts
to these intersections are conservatively considered to be temporarily significant and
unavoidable.
With regard to potential impacts at the intersection of Euclid Street & Newhope
Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps (Intersection #15), the City has no control over the timing of
improvements necessary to reduce impacts, and impacts to this intersection are conservatively
considered to be significant and unavoidable.
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Table 3.11-9.

Existing (2015) With Project Intersection Impacts with Mitigation

Intersection

Control4

12. Talbert Avenue & Mt.
Washington Street

TWSC

15. Euclid Street & Newhope
Street/Northbound I-405
Ramps

Signal

19. Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street
& Southbound I-405 Ramps6

Signal

Notes:

Peak
Hour

Existing (2015)
With Project

Existing (2015) With
Project with
Mitigation

V/C1 or
Delay2

LOS3

V/C1 or
Delay2

LOS3

AM

1,5925

F

0.825

D

PM

1,082

F

0.818

D

AM

48.1

D

32.6

C

PM

88.7

F

32.8

C

AM

34.6

C

8.9 24.6

AC

PM

114

F

15.7 31.2

BC

5

1 V/C

for signalized intersection is based on application of the Intersection Capacity Utilization methodology
using Traffix 8.0 software. V/C = Volume / Capacity Ratio.
2 Delay is average intersection delay (seconds) based on application of the Highway Capacity Manual 2010
methodology using Synchro 8 software.
3 Bold indicates an LOS below the acceptable threshold.
4 TWSC is two-way stop control.
5 Highway Capacity Manual 2010 methodology and Synchro Software is intended for under-saturated
conditions and cannot accurately estimate intersection delay greater than 200. Values shown are estimates
for comparative purposes only.
6 Intersection operations for Intersection #19 have been revised to reflect the updated analysis of intersection
operations based upon the Addendum to the Draft Recirculated EIR TIA (December 2017) for the modified
Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramp (Intersection #19) planned improvement proposed by
OCTA in November 2017. Refer to Appendix E of this EIR and the detailed discussion of revised
improvements provided in Section 8.0, Response to Comments.
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.

Impact T-3 Description
T-3:

Increased traffic generated by buildout of the proposed Fountain Valley Specific
Plan under existing conditions would increase congestion at 11 freeway
facilities, resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts.

Freeway Intersection Operations
Potential Project impacts to LOS of freeway facilities under the existing with Project conditions
were calculated based on density (passenger cars per mile per lane [pc/mi/ln]) and speed (see
Table 3.11-10).
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Table 3.11-10. Freeway Facilities Impacts (LOS)
Segment

Type

Existing (2015) With
Project

Existing
AM LOS

PM LOS

AM LOS

PM LOS

I-405 Northbound
On-ramp at Harbor
Boulevard

Merge

C

F2

C

F2

Mainline between Harbor
Boulevard and Hyland
Avenue

Basic

C

F2

C

F2

On-ramp at Hyland
Avenue

Merge

B

F2

B

F2

Mainline between Hyland
Avenue and Euclid Street

Basic

C

F2

C

F2

Off-ramp at Euclid Street

Diverge

C

F2

D

F2

Mainline between Euclid
Street Off-ramp and Onramp

Basic

C

B

C

B

On-ramp at Euclid Street

Merge

C

C

C

C

Mainline between Euclid
Street and Brookhurst
Street

Basic

C

F2

C

F2

Off-ramp at Brookhurst
Street

Diverge

B

F2

B

F2

On-ramp at Brookhurst
Street

Marge

C

B

C

B

On-ramp at Talbert Avenue

Merge

C

B

C

C

Mainline between Talbert
Avenue and Euclid Street

Basic

C

C

C

C

Off-ramp at Euclid Street

Diverge

D

C

D

C

Mainline between Euclid
Street Off-ramp and Onramp

Basic

D

C

D

C

On-ramp at Euclid Street

Merge

D

C

D

C

Mainline between Euclid
Street and Harbor
Boulevard

Basic

E

D

E

D

Diverge

E

D

E

D

I-405 Southbound

Off-ramp at Harbor
Boulevard
Notes:

1 Freeway

facilities operating below acceptable LOS are shown in bold.
the density calculation does not correspond to LOS F operations, the measured free-flow speed
indicates that this segment is operating deficiently.
3 Calculations were made using Highway Capacity Manual 2010 methodologies.
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.
2 Though,
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Table 3.11-11. Freeway Facilities Impacts (Density and Speed)

Segment

Type

Existing With
Existing With
Project
Project
Project AM
Project PM
Impact AM Impact PM
Density Speed Density Speed Density
Density
(pc/mi/ln)
(pc/mi/ln)
(pc/mi/ln) (pc/mi/ln)

I-405 Northbound
On-ramp at Harbor
Boulevard

Merge

24.1

68

21.7

14

-0.7

+0.3

Mainline between Harbor
Boulevard and Hyland
Avenue

Basic

23.2

68

15.0

14

+0.9

+0.4

On-ramp at Hyland Avenue Merge

17.8

68

21.0

14

-0.2

+0.4

Mainline between Hyland
Avenue and Euclid Street

Basic

23.5

69

17.4

26

+0.9

+0.4

Off-ramp at Euclid Street

Diverge

30.4

69

22.1

26

+2.7

+1.2

Mainline between Euclid
Street Off-ramp and Onramp

Basic

22.4

69

16.6

69

0

0

On-ramp at Euclid Street

Merge

21.3

69

24.9

69

+0.6

+2.1

Mainline between Euclid
Street and Brookhurst
Street

Basic

23.0

69

20.2

25

+0.2

+0.9

Off-ramp at Brookhurst
Street

Diverge

15.3

69

13.4

25

+0.2

+1.0

On-ramp at Brookhurst
Street

Marge

21.9

68

17.4

69

+0.7

+0.3

On-ramp at Talbert Avenue

Merge

26.8

68

20.1

69

+0.5

+0.2

Mainline between Talbert
Avenue and Euclid Street

Basic

25.1

68

19.7

69

+0.8

+0.3

Off-ramp at Euclid Street

Diverge

29.4

68

22.8

69

+0.8

+0.3

Mainline between Euclid
Street Off-ramp and Onramp

Basic

32.0

68

23.1

69

0

+0.6

On-ramp at Euclid Street

Merge

31.1

68

26.2

69

+0.6

+2.6

Mainline between Euclid
Street and Harbor
Boulevard

Basic

42.0

68

31.4

68

+0.6

+1.6

Diverge

39.2

68

34.4

68

+0.3

+1.0

I-405 Southbound

Off-ramp at Harbor
Boulevard

Notes:
1. Pc/mi/ln = passenger cars per mile per lane.
2. Freeway facilities operating below acceptable LOS are shown in bold.
3. Calculations were made using Highway Capacity Manual 2010 methodologies.
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.
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Project generated traffic would result in changes in the density, speed, and LOS affecting
congestion and travel at each of the study freeway facilities. Results of the analysis found that
buildout of the Specific Plan, would generate impacts at 11 freeway facilities where Projectrelated traffic would degrade operational condition to LOS D, E, or F.
The proposed Specific Plan would result in the following impacts to freeway facilities under
existing conditions:
•

Northbound On-ramp at Harbor Boulevard – PM Peak Hour (LOS F)

•

Northbound Mainline between Harbor Boulevard and Hyland Avenue – PM Peak Hour
(LOS F)

•

Northbound On-ramp at Hyland Avenue – PM Peak Hour (LOS F)

•

Northbound Mainline between Hyland Avenue and Euclid Street – AM Peak Hour (LOS
D), Peak Hour (LOS F)

•

Northbound Off-ramp at Euclid Street – AM Peak Hour (LOS D), Peak Hour (LOS F)

•

Northbound Mainline between Euclid Street and Brookhurst Street – Peak Hour (LOS F)

•

Northbound Off-ramp at Brookhurst Street – PM Peak Hour (LOS F)

•

Southbound Off-ramp at Euclid Street – AM Peak Hour (LOS D)

•

Southbound On-ramp at Euclid Street – AM Peak Hour (LOS D)

•

Southbound Mainline between Euclid Street and Harbor Boulevard – AM Peak Hour
(LOS E), PM Peak Hour (LOS D)

•

Southbound Off-ramp at Harbor Boulevard – AM Peak Hour (LOS E), PM Peak Hour
(LOS D)

Although the southbound mainline between the Euclid Street off-ramp and on-ramp would
continue to operate at LOS D, the projected-generated traffic would not increase the density or
cause a substantial decline in LOS; as such, no impact is identified at this facility. However,
Project-related traffic would increase congestion at 11 freeway facilities, by adding additional
trips and increasing facility vehicle density on an already congested freeway system. The
additional trips would increase densities of the freeway facilities beyond the significance
threshold.
The Caltrans I-405 Improvement Project will improve 16 miles of I-405 between SR-73 and I605, which includes the segment that traverse the Project area. Improvements would include
the addition of one regular lane in each direction from Euclid Street to I-605, improvements to
freeway ramps and associated intersections, and the construction of 405 Express Lanes, 2
lanes in each direction. These improvements would improve operational conditions of the
freeway system and are planned to be fully constructed by 2022. However, due to the high
demand for use of I-405 and limited right-of-way, the improvements proposed under the I-405
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Improvement Project would not be enough to eliminate the significant impacts of the Project
(OCTA 2016b). 8
To improve conditions and eliminate impacts, substantial additional freeway mainline and ramp
widening would be required. Due to high volume of traffic and limited right-of-way, widening
required to eliminate impacts is infeasible. Additionally, since freeways are an interconnected
system, it would not be possible, nor effective, to provide isolated spot improvements of one
segment of the freeway where deficient operations are observed. Further, this type of
infrastructure is extremely costly and is typically infeasible for one development project to
undertake. Lastly, the facility is under Caltrans jurisdiction; as such, the City could not guarantee
implementation of the mitigation measures. Therefore, the identified impacts to the freeway
system are significant and unavoidable. Additional details on infeasibility of mainline freeway
improvements are discussed below under the cumulative analysis.
Freeway Ramp Queue Analysis
In addition to Project impacts to LOS at local freeway intersection, the Project has the potential
to result in impacts to future queuing conditions at I-405 freeway ramp facilities as a result of
increases in traffic from the proposed Project. To determine impacts to ramp queuing
conditions, the TIA conducted a freeway ramp queuing analysis for the following intersections
and respective ramp facilities:
•

Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps (Intersection #15)

•

Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps (Intersection #19)

Based on the results of the ramp queuing analysis provided in the TIA, freeway ramp queues
under Existing (2015) With Project conditions would not extend beyond the available storage
length for these facilities or substantially worsen queues above existing conditions (see Table
3.11-12). Therefore, impacts to storage capacity and ramp queues would be less than
significant.

Following release of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR for public review in October 2017, Caltrans and OCTA have
chosen to proceed with alternative improvements to the Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps
(Intersection #19) than what had been identified, planned, funded, and approved under the Caltrans I-405
Improvement Project. A revised analysis of Project effects on these revised improvements has been prepared and
provided in an Addendum to the Draft Recirculated EIR TIA (December 2017) included in Appendix E of this EIR.
Detailed discussion of the revised improvements and effects on Project traffic conditions are provided in Section 8.0,
Response to Comments.
8
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Table 3.11-12. Existing (2015) With Project Ramp Queuing Summary

Intersection

Storage
Queue
Length (feet)

Direction
Approach

15. Euclid Street & Newhope
Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps

1,690

Eastbound

19. Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street &
Southbound I-405 Ramps

1,360

Southbound

Notes:
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.

Peak
Hour

Existing
(feet)

AM
PM
AM
PM

275
237
63
110

Existing
with
Project
(Feet)
506
243
84
151

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation feasible.
Residual Impacts
Improvements required to reduce impacts of the Project to facilities under the jurisdiction of
Caltrans would be infeasible to implement and uncontrollable by the City. Impacts to the
identified freeway systems are therefore significant and unavoidable.
Impact T-4 Description
T-4:

Project generated increases in traffic would incrementally increase delays at the
intersections of residential roads with local arterials in the Project vicinity,
degrading the effectiveness and performance of the circulation system.
However, such increases in delays at residential side streets would be
incremental and would not exceed established thresholds under existing
conditions. Therefore, impacts would be adverse, but less than significant.

Buildout of the Specific Plan would generate an additional 7,890 ADT with approximately 907 of
these trips occurring during AM peak hours and 849 during the PM peak hour. Over the long
term, Project development would increase traffic volumes along area arterials, particularly
Euclid Avenue, Ward Street, Ellis Avenue, and Talbert Avenue. Such increases in traffic would
adversely affect the effectiveness and performance of the circulation systems, particularly for
residents located within the vicinity of the Project. Project generated traffic would increase traffic
volumes along these arterials generally between 1 percent and 5 percent (Table 3.11-13). As
discussed further below, while this increase in volumes could incrementally increase residential
side street delays for access onto these arterials, traffic flows along these arterials, and
associated gaps in traffic to permit side street access, are largely controlled by signalized
intersections which release cars in “platoons” along these arterials. Although some increase in
delays can be anticipated, signal timing would continue to govern most traffic flows and gaps in
traffic that govern side street access. Thus, overall increases in traffic would only incrementally
increase side street delays. Potential impacts along particular arterials and key residential
access streets are discussed below.
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Table 3.11-13. Projected Traffic Increases under Existing (2015) With Project Conditions
Existing (2015)
ADT

Projected
Additional ADT

Percent
Increase

Euclid Avenue

33,000

790

Talbert Avenue

24,000

Ward Street
Ellis Avenue

Roadways

Projected Additional
Peak Hour Trips
AM Peak
Hour

PM Peak
Hour

2.4%

76

118

790

3.3%

102

203

8,000

395

4.9%

377

73

28,000

395

1.4%

69

140

Note: Additional ADT and Peak Hour Trips are estimates derived from the TIA.
Source: Appendix E; OCTA 2015a.

Neighborhood North of Project Area
At buildout of the Specific Plan in 2035, traffic along Euclid Street is projected to increase by
approximately 2.4 percent, with 790 ADT, with approximately 76 AM peak hour and 118 PM
peak hour trips; traffic along Talbert Avenue is projected to increase by approximately 3.3
percent with 790 ADT, with 102 AM peak hour and 203 PM peak hour trips (Table 3.11-13). The
changes in traffic would potentially incrementally increase residential side street delays for
access onto these arterials. Difficulty in exiting the neighborhood north of the Project area from
Goldeneye Avenue onto Euclid Street and from Los Tiempos Street onto Talbert Avenue may
be increased. However, traffic flows and associated gaps in traffic along both Euclid Street and
Talbert Avenue are controlled by multiple signalized intersections. Traffic on Euclid Street is
controlled by the signalized intersections of Euclid Street & Talbert Avenue and Euclid Street &
Southpark Avenue. Under the Project, traffic flows, gaps between platoons of cars and available
side street access would continue to be largely controlled by signalized intersections, with only
incremental increases in non-platoon traffic. Therefore, the decrease in gaps in traffic would be
minimal and delays along residential side street may only incrementally increase.
Neighborhoods West of Project Area
The neighborhoods west of the Project area, which include the Greenbrook Community and the
Tiburon Condominiums, would be potentially affected by increases in traffic along Ward Street.
At buildout of the Specific Plan, traffic along Ward Street is projected to increase by
approximately 4.9 percent with 395 ADT, with approximately 377 AM peak hour and 73 PM
peak hour trips. Traffic along Ellis Avenue is projected to increase by approximately 1.4 percent
with 395 ADT, with 69 AM peak hour and 140 PM peak hour trips. The increases in traffic would
potentially incrementally increase delays for residents in the Greenbrook Community attempting
to access Ward Street from Apache River Avenue and access Ellis Avenue from Placer River
Drive, and resident in the Tiburon Condominiums attempting to access Ward Street from
Antelope River Avenue. However, the I-405 Improvement Project includes planned and funded
improvements to Ward Street and to the intersections of Euclid Street & Newhope
Street/Northbound I-405 ramps, which would reduce existing queuing and backup, relieving
both existing and future congestion. These improvements include the southbound flyover ramp
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over the Santa Ana River onto the I-405 from Ellis Avenue and widening of the Ward Street
Overpass, which would improve traffic conditions on Ward Street and Ellis Avenue. These
improvements would substantially reduce queuing on Ellis Avenue, relieve the backup traffic
southbound on Ward Street, and facilitate side street access at Antelope River Avenue.
Residential Neighborhoods Near Schools
The residential neighborhoods around Robert Gisler School and Shoreline Christian School,
Kazuo Masuda Middle School, and Fountain Valley High School currently experience school
related drop off and pick up congestion, which can contribute to difficulty or delays exiting these
neighborhoods onto arterials. Some citizens have even expressed concerns of difficulty exiting
their own properties. While the Project would incrementally increase traffic around these
neighborhoods, their distance from the Project area would limit such effects. Robert Gisler
School and Shoreline Christian School are approximately 0.25 mile west of the Project area,
Kazuo Masuda Middle School is approximately 0.5-mile north of the Project area, and Fountain
Valley High School is approximately 1 mile northwest of the Project area. While the Project is
projected to increase traffic on these roads by 1.4 percent to 4.9 percent on Ward Street, Ellis
Street, and Talbert Avenue over the next 20 years by approximately 395 ADT, due to the
distance of the schools from the Project area, Project-generated traffic would only incrementally
increase delays at the neighborhoods around these schools. In addition, proposed
improvements discussed above, such as the Ellis to I-405 fly over and Ward Street overpass
widening and signalization would improve traffic flows and reduce existing congestion.
While improvements proposed in the Specific Plan would improve queuing and congestion
issues around the Project area, project-related traffic could still incrementally increase delays for
residential side streets. Therefore, buildout of the Specific Plan would result in potentially
adverse effects on a Project and cumulative basis, but impacts are considered less than
significant under both existing and cumulative conditions.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact T-5 Description
T-5

The proposed Project would not substantially disrupt alternative transportation
and impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.

As discussed in Section 3.11.1, Environmental Setting, above, the alternative transportation
systems within and surrounding the Project area is largely limited to substandard pedestrian
facilities consisting of sidewalks, crosswalks, and crossing controls. No bicycle facilities existing
along internal roads and only two OCTA bus routes service the Project area.
The proposed Project would include a mix of office, commercial and residential land uses that
would gradually increase demand for transit, bike and pedestrian facilities within the Project
vicinity. The proposed Project would integrate future land uses and multi-modal transportation in
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the Project area and expand transportation options for residents, employees and visitors. The
proposed Project would implement the goals and policies of the City’s General Plan and SCAG
to locate land use changes near transit for the purpose of minimizing per service population
VMT and associated GHG emissions. The proposed Project would be consistent with adopted
policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities as discussed
further below.
Pedestrian
Under existing conditions, the Project area lacks continuous sidewalks and crosswalks. The
Project includes the construction of approximately 4.7 miles of sidewalk improvements,
including widening of existing sidewalks, constructing continuous sidewalks, and installing
Midblock crossing at Ward Street and Euclid Street among other improvements. Additionally,
the proposed Project includes pedestrian-oriented design of buildings and improvements to the
public realm to support walking, and are anticipated to reduce vehicle trips and the potential for
vehicle/pedestrian intersection conflicts. This results in improvements in pedestrian facilities in
comparison to existing conditions, therefore impacts would be less than significant under
existing and cumulative conditions. Nevertheless, the City is proposing MM T-2a which would
require the City to amend the FVCSP to identify development impact fees and ensure that each
project pays its fair share fee for all pedestrian improvements, ensuring that all improvements
are funded and constructed. Temporary closure of sidewalks adjacent to the site may occur
periodically during project construction, and provisions for, and/or directions to, detours and
alternate routes would be provided, consistent with the MUTCD requirements and Chapter 33 of
the California Building Code (CBC), which requires sidewalk canopies to protect pedestrians
from potential harm associated with construction where construction activities occur in close
proximity to active sidewalks. The impact of construction relative to pedestrian access would be
temporary and is anticipated to be less than significant under existing and cumulative
conditions.
Bicycle Facilities
Under existing conditions Project site currently lacks any bicycle facilities as well as connectivity
to bicycle facilities in surrounding areas. The proposed Project includes the construction of a
Class I bike path along Ellis Avenue, two links to the regional Santa Ana River Bike Trail,
internal east-west bike routes, and potential new Class II bike lanes along Euclid Street. This
would result in improvements in comparison to existing conditions, therefore impacts would be
less than significant under existing and cumulative conditions. Nevertheless, the City is
proposing MM T-2a which would require the City to amend the FVCSP to identify development
impact fees and ensure that each project pays its fair share fee for all pedestrian improvements,
ensuring that all improvements are funded and constructed.
Public Transit
Under existing conditions Project area has historically lacked high frequency transit service.
However, in October of 2016, OCTA bus transit Route 37 was altered to provide service to bus
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stops on Talbert Avenue, Ellis Avenue, and Euclid Street within the Project area. Frequency of
service on this route has been improved from 30-minute headways to 15-minute headways,
substantially increasing the attractiveness of transit service along this route to both transit
dependent and non-transit dependent individuals. In contrast, in June 2016, headways of Route
76 that serves the Project area were increased from 45-minutes to 60-minute headways,
incrementally decreasing service to the Project area. In addition to this existing ongoing transit
service, the proposed Project encourages improvements to transit service infrastructure through
proposed improvements to existing bus stops and improvements to existing routes and
headways resulting in improvements in comparison to existing conditions. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant under existing and cumulative conditions. Nevertheless, the City
is proposing MM T-2a which would require a funding program that would ensure transit
improvements are funded and constructed.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
3.11.4.1

Cumulative Impacts

Future Year cumulative conditions were developed using the Costa Mesa Transportation Model
to analyze future forecasts by applying a per year growth rate on a roadway-level basis. Within
the study area, cumulative daily traffic volumes were estimated to increase by 11-13 percent
from base year to future year, as shown in the model plots provided in Appendix E (see
Appendix H attached thereto). The CMTM is derived from the Orange County Transportation
Analysis Model, Version 3.4 (OCTAM 3.4), which is maintained by the Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) and has been developed according to OCTA’s Orange County
sub-area traffic modeling guidelines. The CMTM has been certified by OCTA as being
consistent with the OCTAM regional model. Additional information on the development of the
CMTM
is
available
at
http://www.costamesaca.gov/ftp/generalplan20152035/Appendix%20C%20-%20Traffic%20Study.pdf. Any pending and approved project trips
that were not included in the model land use assumptions and were assumed to be in operation
by the buildout year were manually added to the forecast buildout volumes to produce the
Buildout Year (2035) Without Project traffic volumes, including consideration of buildout and
operation of the Southpark Specific Plan Sakioka Site at 1,017 ksf (see Appendix E, Section 5
for additional details regarding cumulative project growth assumptions and roadway
improvements).
The following pending and approved projects were included in cumulative conditions:
•

Warehouse and gas station expansion at the existing Costco located on Talbert Avenue.
The expansion will produce a maximum of 50 peak hour trips.

•

Storage Depot adjacent to the Santa Ana River Channel, south of Heil Avenue and north
of Warner Avenue. The facility will produce 60 AM trips and 42 PM trips using the
distribution provided in the Harbor Boulevard South Island Specific Plan.
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•

Buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan, located just north of the Project site between
Euclid Street, Talbert Avenue, the Santa Ana River, and Slater Avenue. The Southpark
Specific Plan has 1,017,000 square feet of development remaining to be considered in
the full buildout of the Project. The project is approved for 108,000 square feet of retail
space and the rest of the 909,000 square feet is approved for office, research and
development, and warehousing. The project is conservatively estimated to produce
2,050 PM peak hour trips, and 1,278 AM peak hour trips. See Appendix E for greater
detail on trip generation estimates for this project.

•

Buildout of the Master Plan for the Former LA Times Site, located at 1375 Sunflower
Avenue, 1376 South Coast Drive, and 3370 Harbor Boulevard in Costa Mesa, California.
This project is estimated to generate 1,021 AM peak hour and 976 PM peak hour trips.
Of these trips, an estimated 19 percent would travel north/south along Harbor Boulevard
to access the Project site.

Additionally, the following roadway improvements were assumed based upon the approved and
adopted I-405 Improvement Project (SCAG 2016 RTP FTIP ID ORA030605), as well the
modified November 2017 Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps (Intersection
#19) improvement: 9
•

The I-405 Improvement Project (SCAG 2016 RTP FTIP ID ORA030605) proposes to
improve the mainline freeway and interchanges by adding one general purpose lane in
each direction from Euclid Street to the Interstate 605 (I-605) interchange, plus adding a
tolled Express Lane in each direction of I-405 from State Route 73 (SR-73) to State
Route 22 (SR-22) East. The tolled Express Lane and the existing high occupancy
vehicle (HOV) lane would be managed jointly as a tolled Express Facility with two lanes
in each direction from SR-73 to I-605.

•

The I-405 Improvement Project (SCAG 2016 RTP FTIP ID ORA030605) includes the
elimination of the eastbound left turn on Ellis Avenue onto the I-405 southbound onramps in addition to a proposed southbound I-405 flyover on-ramp. Traffic was rerouted
from the eastbound left turn movement to a free right onto the freeway prior to the
intersection. addition of an eastbound left-turn lane to result in three eastbound left-turn
lanes and conversion of the westbound right-turn lane into a channelized right-turn lane
that allows for free-flow movement.

Following release of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR for public review in October 2017, Caltrans and OCTA have
chosen to proceed with alternative improvements to the Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps
(Intersection #19) than what had been identified, planned, funded, and approved under the Caltrans I-405
Improvement Project. A revised analysis of Project effects on these revised improvements has been prepared and
provided in an Addendum to the Draft Recirculated EIR TIA (December 2017) included in Appendix E of this EIR.
Detailed discussion of the revised improvements and effects on Project traffic conditions are provided in Section 8.0,
Response to Comments.
9
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•

The I-405 Improvement Project (SCAG 2016 RTP FTIP ID ORA030605) includes the
addition of a northbound left turn lane at intersection 15: Euclid Street & Newhope
Street/I-405 Northbound Ramps.

•

The I-405 Improvement Project (SCAG 2016 RTP FTIP ID ORA030605) includes the
Ward Street Bridge widening that results in two lanes in each direction, a bike lane in
each direction and sidewalks on both sides of the street between Antelope River Avenue
and Talbert Avenue.

•

Signalization of Intersection 12: Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington Street (Fountain
Valley Capital Improvement Project Number TI233).

•

Consistent with the buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan, additional roadway
improvements were assumed in the LOS analysis. These improvements were identified
in the 1987 letter from Weston Pringle and Associates that conducted the traffic impact
analysis for the Southpark Specific Plan project and adopted in City Resolution No.
8169. These improvements are as follows:
o

An additional eastbound through lane at the intersection of Euclid Street and
Slater Avenue.

o

A restriping of the westbound right turn lane to a through-right lane at the
intersection of Talbert Avenue and Ward Street.

Under Future Year cumulative conditions, construction activities associated with individual
unknown projects in the Project area and surrounding vicinity could potentially overlap during
the planning horizon of the proposed Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan. Further,
construction activities for individual projects may overlap. Such unknown future projects are
considered to be addressed through the cumulative growth rates assumed in the CMTM model.
Below are detailed cumulative impacts:
Impact T-6 Description
T-6:

The Project would contribute towards potential cumulative short-term traffic
impacts due to congestion from construction vehicles (e.g., construction trucks,
construction worker vehicles, equipment, etc.), traffic lane and sidewalk closures,
and loss of on-street parking. With implementation of a Construction Impact
Mitigation Plan, construction impacts would be less then significant with mitigation.

Construction activities associated with build-out of the proposed Project, as well as other
individual projects in the City and vicinity of the Project area, could potentially overlap during the
planning horizon of the proposed Project. Further, construction activities for individual projects
under the FVCSP may overlap. These projects could substantially increase short-term
congestion at road segments and intersections within Project area, City, adjacent cities, as well
as Caltrans I-405 facilities. These cumulative projects could result in potential significant shortterm disruptions to traffic and circulation, temporary increases in parking demands from
potential loss and/or replacement of existing parking spaces, and as discussed in Impact T-1,
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above, temporary impacts to pedestrian/bicycle access and parking in the Project area and on
the surrounding arterial road network. With the consideration of pending and approved projects,
the Project may have a cumulatively considerable contribution to these short-term construction
related impacts. However, implementation of MM T-1 would require coordination between the
various agencies overseeing the development of the aforementioned projects. With
implementation of this mitigation measure, cumulative construction impacts would be reduced to
less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measures
MM T-1 would apply.
Residual Impacts
With implementation of the mitigation measure for construction traffic, the Project’s contribution
to cumulatively considerable construction-traffic impacts would be reduced, and impacts would
be less than significant with mitigation.
Impact T-7 Description
T-7

Under Future Year (2035) cumulative conditions, Project generated traffic would
contribute considerably to increased congestion at 4 of the 20 study intersections.
While multiple improvements to transportation facilities, including transit,
pedestrian, and bike facilities are assumed to be completed by 2035, potential peak
period congestion would still exceed City and Caltrans LOS thresholds. Intersection
impacts to MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard (Intersection #13) would be
significant and unavoidable. and Impacts at Euclid Street & Newhope
Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps (Intersection #15) would be temporarily
significant and unavoidable before implementation of planned roadway
improvements. Impacts at Intersection #15 would be reduced to less than
significant once planned improvements by other agencies have been implemented.
With implementation of additional intersection improvements, all other impacted
intersections would be improved to less than significant with mitigation.

Under cumulative conditions, Project-generated traffic, from buildout of the proposed Specific
Plan, is projected to generate impacts at four intersections. Cumulative impacts to intersection
LOS would occur at the following intersections:
•
•
•
•

Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington Street – PM Peak Hour (LOS E)
MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard – PM Peak Hour (LOS E)
Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps –PM Peak Hour (LOS D)
Ellis Avenue & Ward Street – AM Peak Hour (LOS E)

These impacts were evaluated based on the change in operation components (V/C, delay, and/or
LOS) under cumulative conditions. Impacts were found to be significant because Project-related
traffic would cumulatively contribute to exceedance of designated jurisdictional thresholds.
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Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington Street (#12)
As discussed in Impact T-2, the intersection of Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington is expected to
be significantly impacted due to high volume of traffic. With buildout of the Specific Plan, projectrelated traffic would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to exceedance of operational
thresholds in the PM peak hours. However, with implementation of MM T-2a and 2b, operational
conditions would be reduced to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than
significant with mitigation.
MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard (#13)
Under cumulative 2035 conditions, project-related traffic from buildout of the Specific Plan would
cumulatively considerable (significant) and contribute to increases in the V/C ratio, exceeding
thresholds, at the MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard intersection, an intersection shared
between the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Ana and the City of Costa Mesa. The forecasted
traffic volume at this intersection indicated that this intersection would operate at LOS E during
both AM and PM peak hours. However, analysis found that project-related traffic is expected to
exacerbate conditions in the PM peak hours. Under 2035 Without Project conditions Intersection
13 would operate at 0.963 and 0.960 V/C during the am and pm peak hours. Under 2035 With
Project conditions Intersection 13 would operate at 0.939 and 0.978 during the am and pm peak
hours. These LOS conditions are expected due to the removal of the proposed Garfield Avenue
& Gisler Avenue Bridge from the OCTA Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH). Without this
bridge, the nearest east-west connection, from the Project area and south of MacArthur
Boulevard, is two miles away. This creates an imbalance in the roadway network and the
intersection of MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard is expected to take on the additional
traffic congestion. The LOS and V/C values for the other intersections are provided in Tables 51 and 6-1 of Appendix E.
Capacity improvements such as restriping the northbound approach to convert the right-turn
lane into a shared through/right-turn lane could improve conditions to a less than significant
level. However, to implement these improvements it would be necessary to modify the
westbound approach from the current one right-turn lane to a share through-right-turn lane.
However, restriping to have an additional through lane in each direction would also require the
northbound and southbound departures to have four lanes and there is insufficient right-of-way
to allow additional lanes. To create additional right-of-way, the improvements would require
removal of existing businesses (economic and policy infeasibility), and create additional
environmental impacts associated with demolition and construction, such as noise and air
quality and removal or shortening of existing sidewalks, and therefore are considered
environmentally infeasible. Such modifications would also be inconsistent with the project
objectives which provide for (1) “new investment that supports a successful district cluster of
experiential retail, dining, and entertainment activity in the district,” (2) “Support Existing
Businesses,” and (3) “Improve Multi-modal Mobility.” Consequently, such revisions are also
considered infeasible from a policy perspective as well.
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Table 3.11-14. Buildout Year (2035) With Project Conditions Intersection Operations
Intersection
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
Notes:

Warner Avenue &
Brookhurst Street
Warner Avenue & Euclid
Street
Slater Avenue & Ward
Street
Slater Avenue & Euclid
Street
Slater Avenue & Newhope
Street
Talbert Avenue & Bushard
Street
Talbert Avenue &
Brookhurst Street
Talbert Avenue & Ward
Street
Talbert Avenue & Hyundai
Way
Talbert Avenue & Euclid
Street
Talbert Avenue & Newhope
Street
Talbert Avenue & Mt.
Washington Street
MacArthur Boulevard &
Harbor Boulevard
MacArthur Boulevard &
Fairview Street
Euclid Street & Newhope
Street/Northbound I-405
Ramps
Euclid Street & Condor
Avenue
Ellis Avenue & Brookhurst
Street
Ellis Avenue & Ward
Street
Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street &
Southbound I-405 Ramps1
Brookhurst Street & Garfield
Avenue

Control

AM Peak
Existing V/C1 or
LOS
Delay2

LOS

PM Peak
Existing V/C1 or
LOS
Delay2

LOS

Signal

C

0.866

D

C

0.861

D

Signal

C

0.857

D

C

0.892

D

Signal

A

0.701

C

B

0.836

D

Signal

B

0.797

C

C

1.002

F

Signal

A

0.649

B

B

0.799

C

Signal

C

0.845

D

B

0.827

D

Signal

B

0.819

D

C

0.885

D

Signal

B

0.765

C

C

0.847

D

Signal

A

0.609

B

A

0.690

B

Signal

B

0.734

C

B

0.854

D

Signal

C

0.869

D

B

0.859

D

Signal

B

0.836
0.881

D

F

0.901

E

Signal

D

0.939

E

D

0.978

E

Signal

B

0.769

C

C

0.867

D

Signal

C

30.0

C

D

54.0

D

Signal

A

0.532

A

A

0.745

C

Signal

B

0.761

C

C

0.804

D

Signal

C

0.901

E

B

0.727

C

Signal

C

19.2
33.4

BC

D

15.5
33.6

BC

Signal

A

0.677

B

B

0.709

C

1 Intersection

operations for Intersection #19 have been revised to reflect the updated analysis of
intersection operations based upon the Addendum to the Draft Recirculated EIR TIA (December 2017) for
the modified Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramp (Intersection #19) planned improvement
proposed by OCTA in November 2017. Refer to Appendix E of this EIR and the detailed discussion of
revised improvements provided in Section 8.0, Response to Comments.
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.
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Therefore, the required improvements would be infeasible and impacts to the MacArthur
Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard intersection would be significant and unavoidable.
Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps (#15)
The intersection of Euclid Street & Newhope Street/ Northbound I-405 Ramps are expected to
operate at LOS D in the PM peak hours under cumulative conditions. The TIA analyzed that
Project-related traffic from buildout of the Specific Plan would have a cumulatively considerable
contribution to these conditions. Caltrans performs standard maintenance at the intersection
which includes monitoring and updating signal timing on periodic basis, and it is assumed that
updated signal timings by Caltrans would improve conditions to this intersection.10 However, prior
to completion of these improvements, there is the potential that development occurring under the
FVCSP may generate and contribute to the traffic environment, in which a potentially cumulatively
considerable impact would occur. Given that the City has no control over these improvements and
could not guarantee the adequate timing or implementation of such improvements, impacts to this
intersection are cumulatively considered temporarily significant and unavoidable. However, the
improvements described above, once implemented, would improve operational conditions of the
intersection to acceptable LOS C for both AM and PM peak hours under existing plus project
conditions, in which impacts at this intersection would be less than significant with
implementation of mitigation.
Ellis Avenue & Ward Street (#18)
The signaled intersection of Ellis Avenue & Ward Street is under City of Fountain Valley
jurisdiction, as such it is subject to City adopted standards. Under cumulative conditions, with
buildout of the Specific Plan, project-related traffic would have a cumulatively considerable
contribution to exceedance of City adopted thresholds. It is projected that the intersection of
Ellis Avenue & Ward Street would operate at LOS E in the AM peak hours.
Capacity improvements, such as modification of the northbound approach from having one left
turn lane, two through lanes, and one right turn lane, to having one left turn lane, one through
lane, and two right turn lanes, would improve cumulative operational conditions of this
intersection. This requires restriping of the right-most through lane. The existing right-turn
overlap should remain in operation. Additionally, other improvements could be optional
measures to mitigate the anticipated impacts to this intersection, such as conversion to standard
protected phasing, green times, and other geometric improvements, to improve conditions to
LOS D during the AM peak hours. Therefore, with implementation of some or all improvements
provided under MM T-7 and determined necessary by the City, impacts to this intersection
would be less than significant with mitigation.

10

This intersection is within the project corridor for the SCAG Transportation Control Measure M2 Regional Traffic
Synchronization Program (RTSP), a program which provides assistance to implement multi-agency signal
synchronization. The Measure M2 program is funded through County sales taxes and identification of additional funding
mechanisms is not required to ensure funding for signal optimization improvements at Intersection #15.
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Mitigation Measures
MM T-2a and 2b apply.
MM T-7
Intersection Modifications. At the intersection of Ellis Avenue & Ward Street,
capacity improvements such as conversion to standard protected signal phasing, green times,
and restriping of the northbound approach to include one left turn lane, one through lane, and
two right turn lanes shall be considered and reviewed prior to final design on the intersection. In
accordance with MM T-2a, the approved improvements shall be included in the Implementation
and Funding/Financial Strategy and development project applicants within the Project area shall
pay a fair share contribution towards these improvements based on a metric approved by the
City (e.g. dwelling units, acreage, square footage, ADT, etc.).
Residual Impacts
Potentially significant cumulative intersection impacts are projected to occur at full buildout of
the Specific Plan and other pending cumulative projects (2035). Project-specific mitigation
measures required to reduce Project impacts to intersections would reduce the Project’s
contribution to cumulatively considerable impacts to the Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington
Street intersection (Intersection #12). Based on the analysis provided in the TIA for Ellis Avenue
& Ward Street (Intersection #18), capacity improvements at this intersection would be required
to reduce cumulative impacts. MM T-2a and MM T-2b, as well as MM T-7 which provides for
consideration of several capacity improvements, such as restriping of the northbound approach
right-turn lane or converting from the existing protected-permitted signal phasing to standard
protected phasing, which would serve to reduce cumulative impacts and ensure this intersection
operates at acceptable conditions (see Table 3.11-15).
Cumulatively considerable impacts to the intersection of MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor
Boulevard (Intersection #13) would require improvements that are not considered feasible and
would be outside of the control of the City. Therefore, impacts to this intersection are
conservatively considered significant and unavoidable. Cumulatively considerable impacts to
the intersection of Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps (Intersection #15)
could be addressed through implementation of standard Caltrans intersection monitoring and
periodic signal timing updates and would reduce impacts to this intersection to less than
significant once implemented (see Table 3.11-15). However, because the City has no control
over the timing and implementation of such improvements, the City could not guarantee the
adequate timing or implementation of such improvements, and impacts to this intersection are
cumulatively considered temporarily significant and unavoidable.
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Table 3.11-15. Buildout Year (2035) With Project Intersection Impacts with Mitigation

Intersection

Control

12. Talbert Avenue & Mt.
Washington Street

Signal

13. MacArthur Boulevard &
Harbor Boulevard

Signal

15. Euclid Street & Newhope
Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps

Signal

18. Ellis Avenue & Ward Street

Signal

Notes:

Peak
Hour

AM

Buildout (2035)
With Project
V/C1 or
Delay2
0.836
0.881

LOS3

Buildout (2035) With
Project with
Mitigation
1
V/C or
LOS3
Delay2

D

0.836

D

PM

0.901

E

0.799

C

AM

0.939

E

0.939

E

PM

0.978

E

0.955

E

AM

30.0

C

28.8

C

PM

54.0

D

32.2

C

AM

0.901

E

0.867

D

PM

0.727

C

0.734

C

1 V/C

for signalized intersection is based on application of the Intersection Capacity Utilization methodology
using Traffix 8.0 software. V/C = Volume / Capacity Ratio.
2 Delay is average intersection delay (seconds) based on application of the Highway Capacity Manual 2010
methodology using Synchro 8 software.
3 Bold indicates an LOS below the acceptable threshold.
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.

Impact T-8 Description
T-8:

Under cumulative conditions, project-related traffic from buildout of the Specific
Plan would cumulatively contribute to congestions at 7 freeway facilities.
Operational conditions at freeway facilities in the Project area and surrounding
vicinity would be depleted beyond thresholds. Therefore, impacts to freeway
facilities would be a significant and unavoidable impact.

Freeway Intersection Operations
Under cumulative conditions, project-related traffic from buildout of the Specific Plan would have
a cumulatively considerable contribution to congestion at 7 freeway facilities. I-405 is a highlyutilized freeway facility that already experiences congestion issues. The Caltrans I-405
Improvement Project would add an additional lane in each direction and two express lanes in
each direction, however, as discussed above these improvements would not be enough to
eliminate congestion along I-405. Increases in traffic from buildout of the Specific Plan would
cumulatively contribute to exceedance of thresholds at the following freeway facilities:
•

Northbound Off-ramp at Euclid Street – AM Peak Hour (LOS D)

•

Southbound On-ramp at Talbert Street – AM Peak House (LOS D)

•

Southbound Mainline between Talbert Street and Euclid Street – AM Peak Hour (LOS D)

•

Southbound Off-ramp at Euclid Street – AM Peak Hour (LOS D)
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•

Southbound Mainline between Euclid Street Off-ramp and On-ramp – AM Peak Hour (LOS
E), PM Peak Hour (LOS D)

•

Southbound Loop On-ramp at Euclid Street – AM Peak Hour (LOS D)

•

Southbound Off-ramp at Harbor Boulevard – AM Peak Hour (LOS D), PM Peak Hour (LOS
D)

Although the southbound mainline segment between Euclid Street Off-ramp and On-ramp and
the On-ramp at Euclid Street would operate at unacceptable LOS, the project would not add
traffic to these facilities, as such, no impacts are identified at any of these locations. However,
Project-related traffic would cumulatively contribute to increases in congestion at the 7 freeway
facilities listed above. The additional trips would increase densities of the freeway facilities
beyond Caltrans thresholds.
As described above and in Impact T-3, the improvements under the I-405 Improvement Project
would not be enough to eliminate congestion. To improve conditions and eliminate impacts,
substantial freeway mainline and ramp widening would be required. While the Cumulative
analysis assumes planned and funded improvements for freeway, additional freeway
improvements are not considered feasible at this time because (1) such improvements are
unlikely to be accomplished with in a reasonable period of time (i.e. the horizon year of the
Crossings Specific Plan) and would therefore not reduce or avoid impacts because such a
project would require substantial consultation with SCAG and Caltrans, (2) such a project will
require SCAG and Caltrans to make various policy choices to amend the RTP and related long
term transportation plans which cannot be determined at this time (e.g. funding such a
suggestion could potentially eliminate or delay other regional projects which may be of higher
priority), (3) SCAG and Caltrans would have to perform additional transportation planning to
determine the effectiveness of such a suggestion, (4) given the large scope of the suggested
project, such planning should be done on a regional level rather than based upon the needs of
individual components of the transportation system such as this specific plan. (See Citizens of
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors of Santa Barbara County (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 [“the
keystone of regional planning is consistency between the general plan, its internal elements,
subordinate ordinances, and all derivative land use decisions…Case-by-case reconsideration of
regional land-use policies, in the context of a project specific EIR, is the very antithesis of that
goal.”] While such a suggestion is not considered feasible at this time, the City will continue to
study such options with SCAG and Caltrans consistent with regional transportation planning
requirements. Additionally, due to high volume of traffic and limited right-of-way, widening
required to eliminate impacts is infeasible. Additionally, since freeways are an interconnected
system, it would not be possible, nor effective, to provide isolated spot improvements of one
segment of the freeway where deficient operations are observed. Further, this type of
infrastructure is extremely costly and is typically infeasible for one development project to
undertake. Therefore, the identified impacts to the freeway system are significant and
unavoidable.
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Freeway Ramp Queue Analysis
As analyzed in the TIA and described under Impact T-3 above, the Project would not result in
significant impacts to freeway ramp queues under Existing (2015) with Project conditions.
Similarly, freeway ramp queues under both Buildout Year (2035) without Project and Buildout
Year (2035) with Project conditions would not extend beyond the available storage length for
these facilities (see Table 3.11-17). Therefore, cumulative impacts to storage capacity and ramp
queues would be less than significant.
Table 3.11-16. Buildout Year (2035) With Project Freeway Facility Impacts
Segment
I-405 Northbound
On-ramp at Harbor Boulevard

Type

AM
Density
(pc/mi/ln)

LOS

PM
Density
(pc/mi/ln)

LOS

Merge

25.7

C

23.4

C

Mainline between Harbor Boulevard and
Hyland Avenue

Basic

23.7

C

15.3

B

On-ramp at Hyland Avenue

Merge

18.3

B

23.5

C

Mainline between Hyland Avenue and Euclid
Street

Basic

24.8

C

19.4

C

Diverge

33.0

D

24.3

C

Mainline between Euclid Street Off-ramp and
On-ramp

Basic

22.3

C

17.1

B

On-ramp at Euclid Street

Merge

20.3

C

26.4

C

Mainline between Euclid Street and
Brookhurst Street

Basic

23.0

C

20.7

C

Off-ramp at Brookhurst Street

Diverge

19.9

B

15.6

B

I-405 Southbound
On-ramp at Brookhurst Street

Merge

26.1

C

18.3

B

On-ramp at Talbert Avenue

Merge

27.6

D

21.5

C

Mainline between Talbert Avenue and Euclid
Street

Basic

30.4

D

22.5

C

Diverge

32.6

D

24.4

C

Mainline between Euclid Street Off-ramp and
On-ramp

Basic

37.6

E

28.8

D

Loop On-ramp at Euclid Street

Merge

32.1

D

23.7

C

Flyover on-ramp at Euclid Street

Basic

24.7

C

21.1

C

Diverge

32.0

D

26.7

D

Off-ramp at Euclid Street

Off-ramp at Euclid Street

Off-ramp at Harbor Boulevard
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.
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Table 3.11-17. Buildout Year (2035) With Project Ramp Queuing Summary

Intersection

15. Euclid Street & Newhope
Street/Northbound I-405
Ramps
19. Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street
& Southbound I-405 Ramps

Storage
Queue
Length
(feet)

Direction
Approach

1,690

Eastbound

1,360

Southbound

Peak
Hour

Existing
(feet)

Buildout
Year
without
Project
(feet)

Buildout
Year
with
Project
(feet)

AM

275

216

271

PM

237

201

206

AM

63

134

135

PM

110

118

147

Notes:
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.
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3.12

UTILITIES

This section describes existing and planned utilities serving the Fountain Valley Crossings
Specific Plan (FVCSP) Project (Project), and analyzes the potential impacts that could result from
the adoption and implementation of the Project. Utilities analyzed in this section include water,
wastewater (sewer), solid waste, energy, and communication services (Table 3.12-1). The
analysis was prepared, in part, based on information obtained from utility service providers, the
City of Fountain Valley (City), the City’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, and the 2015
Orange County Water District (OCWD) Groundwater Management Plan.
This section of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR has been revised to include analysis of additional
cumulatively considered approved, pending, or recently completed projects that have been
identified after release of the draft Final EIR in April 2017. Revisions provided in section of the
Partial Recirculated Draft EIR include expanded analysis of cumulative Project impacts to account
for an updated list of cumulative projects, as well as provide revisions and clarification in the text
of section to address public comments and concerns that were raised following release of the
draft Final EIR.
Table 3.12-1. Utilities Serving the City of Fountain Valley
Utility Service Providers
Water Infrastructure

City of Fountain Valley Water Department

Water Supply

Orange County Water District (OCWD) and Municipal Water
District of Orange County (MWDOC)

Wastewater (Sewer) Collection
and Infrastructure

City of Fountain Valley

Wastewater (Sewer) Treatment

Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD)

Solid Waste

Rainbow Trash Disposal Service (Rainbow Disposal)

Internet

Time Warner Cable, Frontier Communications, AT&T Internet,
Wireless High Speed Internet Service Provider (WISP)

Phone Service

Frontier Communications, AT&T Phone Company, Time
Warner Cable, WISP

Source: City of Fountain Valley 2016a.

This assessment provides a planning-level review of existing infrastructure capacity serving the
Project area, including conveyance systems (e.g., water and sewer lines), supporting facilities
(e.g., sewage pump stations), treatment and disposal facilities (e.g., water wells and pumps,
storage tanks, wastewater treatment plants, etc.), long term water supply and reliability, and a
summary of existing and future water demand and wastewater generation. For specific
information regarding water quality and storm drain infrastructure, please refer to Section 3.6,
Hydrology and Water Quality, for hazardous materials management, please refer to Section 3.5,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and for natural gas and energy demand, supply, and
conservation, please refer to Section 3.13, Energy Conservation.
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3.12.1

Environmental Setting

The Project area is served by a network of utility lines, including sewer lines, water mains, and
storm drains that were generally constructed during the 1970s and 1980s; this infrastructure was
sized and installed to accommodate development anticipated at that time. The following sections
provide a description of existing water infrastructure, water supply and demand, wastewater
services and infrastructure, local solid waste services, and communication services within the
City.
3.12.1.1

Water Infrastructure and Supply

Existing Water Supply
The City receives its water from three main sources: 1) the Lower Santa Ana River Groundwater
basin (Orange County Groundwater Basin), which is managed by the Orange County Water
District (OCWD); 2) imported Colorado River and State Water Project (SWP) water delivered by
the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) through the Municipal Water District
of Orange County (MWDOC); and 3) recycled water from the OCWD’s Green Acres Project
(GAP). MWDOC is Orange County’s wholesale supplier and is a member agency of the MWD.
Groundwater
Groundwater makes up 60 percent of the City’s water supply. Local groundwater comes from the
Orange County Groundwater Basin, which covers an area of approximately 350 square miles,

Adjacent to the Santa Ana River and downriver from the groundwater recharge area, the City is positioned above
one of the largest areas of groundwater storage and is a well suited location for groundwater injection wells
designed to prevent saltwater intrusion into the aquifer.
Source: City of Fountain Valley 2016b
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bordered by the Coyote and Chino Hills to the north, the Santa Ana Mountains to the northeast,
the Pacific Ocean to the southwest, and terminates at the Orange County line to the northwest,
where its aquifer systems continue into the Central Basin of Los Angeles County. With
implementation of the Sustainable Ground Water Management Act (SGMA) in 2014, the OCWD
was established as the sole lead agency to manage groundwater resources within the District’s
boundaries and requires OCWD to comply with the provisions of SGMA. The Orange County
Groundwater Basin is subdivided into four sub-basins, consisting of the Main Basin, the Irvine
Subbasin, the Yorba Linda Subbasin, and the La Habra Subbasin (OCWD 2015). The Orange
County Groundwater Basin provides a reliable and sustainable source of water to meet demands
of approximately 2.4 million residents throughout multiple municipalities located within the OCWD
service area. This groundwater basin has an estimated total capacity to store 66 million acre-feet
(AF) and a safe and sustainable yield of over 300,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) (City of Fountain
Valley 2016b). For further discussion of groundwater basin characteristics and regional hydrology,
refer to Section 3.6, Hydrology and Water Quality.
To meet demands within the City, groundwater is pumped from six active wells located primarily
in the northeast section of the City and is managed by OCWD. In 2015, the City relied on
approximately 6,802 AF of groundwater from the Orange County Groundwater Basin (see Table
3.12-3) (City of Fountain Valley 2015 and 2016b).
Due to increasing water demand and drought conditions in California, there is an increasing reliance
on high-quality groundwater to supply water demands within the County. In 2014, During water year
2013-14 (July 1 to June 30), total groundwater production from the Orange County Groundwater
Basin equated to 33,136 AF was 333,000 AF with groundwater recharge totaling 12,280 AF 240,000
AF. Further, pursuant to the SGMA, the Orange County Groundwater Basin is designated as a
medium priority basin primarily due to heavy reliance on the basin’s groundwater as a source of
water supply by the Department of Water Resources using the basin prioritization established under
the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) 1.
Ongoing pumping of groundwater from the Orange County Groundwater Basin has led to decreasing
groundwater elevations and overdraft conditions is managed by OCWD to maintain groundwater in
storage within an established operating range of less than 500,000 AF below full condition.
Overdrafting is the process of extracting groundwater beyond the safe yield or equilibrium yield of the
aquifer and has historically resulted in basin levels to drop as much as 40 feet below sea level (OCWD
2015). In June 2013 and 2014, groundwater overdraft of storage levels were 242,000 AF and 342,000
AF below full condition, respectively, occurred resulting in an annual decrease of 100,000 AF in stored
groundwater (City of Fountain Valley 2016b). Though these recent overdraft conditions In order to
reduce increases in overdraft conditions and The City shares in the commitment commit to
sustainable management of groundwater resources, the City and has openly supported the use of

In response to the 2009 Comprehensive Water Package and the 2014 SGMA, the DWR developed a Strategic Plan
for its Sustainable Groundwater Management Program, and expanded their responsibilities to include the identification
of groundwater basins subject to critical overdraft conditions (DWR 2014). The DWR prioritizes groundwater basins
identified as having a CASGEM ranking of high to medium for Sustainable Groundwater Management plans and
programs due to limited availability and the critical state of these basins. See Section 3.12.2.2, Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA).
1
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recycled water for basin recharge. Currently, recycled water from the GAP and water recycled and
purified as part of the by OCWD’s Groundwater Replenishment System (GWRS) is sent to recharge
basins located in the City of Anaheim for groundwater recharge, as well as to Talbert Seawater
Intrusion Barrier Injection Wells within the City at the to avert to manage seawater intrusion (OCWD
2015). On average, OCWD facilities GWRS provide produces approximately 230,000 103,000 AFY
of recharge recycled water, 36,000 AF of which is used to operate the and Talbert Seawater Intrusion
Barrier Injection Wells inject an average of 36,000 AFY of water into four aquifer zones (OCWD 2015).
Imported Water
Imported water is wholesaled to the City by MWD through MWDOC, and makes up 24 percent of
the City’s annual water supply and amounted to approximately 2,618 AF in 2015 (see Table 3.123). The MWD was formed in 1928 to supplement water supplies of its local governments (including
the City, as a founding member agency) with imported water and, beginning in 1972, from the
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta via the SWP’s California Aqueduct and from the Colorado
River via the Colorado River Aqueduct.
The SWP is a water storage and delivery system of reservoirs, aqueducts, power plants, and
pumping plants. The SWP is owned by the State of California and operated by the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR). The SWP transports water from the Feather River stored
in and released from Orville Dam north of Sacramento, as well as unregulated flows diverted
directly from the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta south via the California
Aqueduct to four delivery points near the northern and eastern boundaries of MWD’s service area.
The total length of the California Aqueduct is approximately 444 miles. The imported water is
delivered to the City through one imported water connection with a capacity of 10 cubic feet per
second (cfs) (City of Fountain Valley 2016b).
As a wholesale agency, MWD pipelines and facilities treat and transport water from the SWP and
the Colorado River Aqueduct to contracted water purveyors. Today, the MWD serves more than
94 unincorporated communities and 145 cities, including Fountain Valley. The City’s imported
water supplies are influenced by annual Sierra snowpack levels, and weather conditions in Northern
California and along the Colorado River. Both regions have recently been suffering from multi-year
drought conditions and record low rainfalls which directly impact demands and supplies to southern
California. Extended drought conditions and increasing temperatures have led to a decrease in
Orange County imported water allocations from approximately 3,000 AF in 2010 to 2,618 AF in
2015.
Recycled Water
Recycled water (non-potable water) makes up the remaining 14 percent of the City’s water supply,
amounting to approximately 1,355 AF in 2015 (see Table 3.12-3). The City participates in a
reclaimed/recycled water program and uses the water supplies available to irrigate City managed
greenbelts, parkways, golf courses, and other landscape areas that may otherwise use valuable
potable water for irrigation. This reclaimed/recycled water is wholesaled by OCWD through its
GAP, and is used for outdoor irrigation at the Sports Park, Mile Square Park and the golf courses,
as well as other outdoor areas and businesses throughout the City (City of Fountain Valley 2011
3.12-4
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and 2015). The GAP consists of a treatment plant with a designed capacity to treat 7.5 million
gallons per day (MGD), two pump stations, two reservoirs with a combined storage of 7.5 million
gallons, and approximately 37 miles of OCWD owned distribution pipelines The GAP system
provides up to 8,400 AFY of recycled water, and in the 2014-2015 fiscal year (FY), demand for
GAP water was approximately 4,320 AF (City of Fountain Valley 2016b).
Desalinated Water
Currently, OCWD is engaged in negotiations with Poseidon Water, a water project development
company proposing the development of the Huntington Beach Desalination Facility (Project
Poseidon), for the acquisition of desalinated water as an addition to the County water supply. As
proposed, Project Poseidon would provide an estimated 50 MGD of potable water to augment the
County’s water supply. The desalination plant would be located in the City of Huntington Beach,
approximately 4 miles south of the Project area, and is scheduled to be operational by 2019
(Poseidon Water 2016).
Drought Conditions
In April 2015, California Governor Brown ordered a statewide 25 percent reduction in urban water
use, the first ever statewide mandatory water reduction. In response, the MWD announced a 15
percent cutback in water allowances to its member agencies beginning on July 1, 2015 to help meet
the Governor’s statewide restriction. As of May 2015, the State of California has received
approximately 12 percent of its normal-to-date precipitation average (DWR 2016). As a result of
these extended dry conditions, MWDOC Board of Directors chose to implement a Stage 3
MWDOC’s Water Supply Allocation Plan in July of 2015, requiring a reduction of approximately 15
percent in imported water use throughout Orange County through June 2016. The Water Supply
Allocation Plan is a response measure designed to calculate member agency supply allocations
and balance the impacts to water shortages to preserve dry-year storage and curtail water demand
(MWDOC 2015). Due to successful water demand reductions and surplus unused water allocations,
the MWDOC chose to rescind the Stage 3 Water Supply Allocation on May 10, 2016, and decided
not to implement the Water Supply Allocation Plan for the 2016/2017 water year (MWDOC 2016).
Existing Water Demand
Existing water demand in the City in 2015 was approximately 10,775 acre-feet annually consisting
of approximately 2,618 acre-feet of imported water, 6,802 acre-feet of local groundwater, and
1,355 acre-feet of recycled water (Table 3.12-2; City of Fountain Valley 2016b). The City has
approximately 17,131 residential, commercial, industrial and institutional customer connections
to its distribution system. All connections in the City’s service area are metered. The Fountain
Valley Water Utility service area is predominantly residential with approximately 66 percent of the
City’s existing water demand originating from single-family and multi-family residences, while the
remaining demand accounts for commercial, industrial, and landscape land uses. The City’s 10
to 15 year baseline water use is based on 122 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) with an interim
target of 157 gpcd (City of Fountain Valley 2016b).
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Table 3.12-2. 2015 Fountain Valley Water Demand
Water Source
Imported Water
Local Groundwater
Recycled Water
Total

2015 Water Demand
2,618
6,802
1,355
10,775

Percent of Total Water Mix
24%
63%
13%
100%

Source: City of Fountain Valley 2016b.

Future Water Supply
By 2040, the City projects that its water supply mix will consist of 70 percent groundwater, 17
percent imported water, and 13 percent recycled water, with increased reliance on local
groundwater sources. Total water supply for the City is projected to increase by approximately
9.5 percent from 10,775 AFY to 11,800 AFY (Table 3.12-3) (City of Fountain Valley 2016b). The
reliability of water supplies can be subject to several factors such as environmental issues, legal
matters, water quality, and climactic conditions. Despite these potentially limiting factors, the
MWD District and City anticipate that they will be able to meet full service demands, including
committed imported water supplies due to effective management of imported and groundwater
supplies, as well as increasing production and reliance on recycled water (City of Fountain Valley
2016b). With the eventual replacement of older wells with new more efficient wells, increasing
capacity of existing booster stations, and continued efforts in reducing water waste, the City is
expected to meet projected demands with existing facilities and distribution systems. Any new
water supply sources will be developed primarily to better manage the Orange County
Groundwater Basin and to replace or upgrade inefficient wells, rather than to support population
growth and new development (City of Fountain Valley 2016b).
Table 3.12-3. Current and Projected Water Supply
Supply Source

Project Supply by Year (AF)
2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

Orange County Groundwater Basin

6,802

7,545

8,219

8,260

8,260

8,260

Purchased or Imported Water

2,618

1,733

2,022

2,040

2,040

2,040

Recycled Water

1,355

1,500

1,500

1,500

1,500

1,500

Total

10,775

10,778

11,741

11,800

11,800

11,800

Source: City of Fountain Valley 2016b.

Future Water Demand
The City projects a 10 percent increase in total water demand through 2030, increasing from
10,775 acre-feet per year (AFY) to 11,800 AFY, with a flattening demand trend after 2030 despite
a projected 4 percent population growth over the next 25 years. Projected water demand
resembles projected water supply as the City assumes water supply is designed to perfectly meet
projected water demand concludes that available water supplies are projected to meet full-service
demands, due to diversified supplies, water conservation measures, and MWD’s ability to meet
the full-service demands of its member agencies, which includes MWDOC, the City’s local water
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supply wholesaler, during both normal, dry, and multiple dry years. If demand grows, additional
water supply would be purchased from the MWD. As such, the City projects water demand would
remain relatively constant over the next 25 years due to minimal growth combined with water use
efficiency measures, the increased use of recycled water, and passive water savings as a result
of codes, standards, ordinances, and public outreach governing local water conservation (City of
Fountain Valley 2016b; MWD 2016).
Due to extended drought conditions and decreasing reliability of imported water during years of
drought, agencies within the County predict an increase in reliance on groundwater resources.
However, due to increasing sustainable groundwater management practices, local and state
water conservation measures, and increasing water use efficiency regulations, the OCWD
anticipates that it will continue to operate with the safe operating range for the basin, and Orange
County groundwater resources will meet projected water demands (OCWD 2015).
Water Distribution System
Water distribution service within the Project area is provided by the Fountain Valley Water Utility,
which operates as a division of the City Public Works Department. The Fountain Valley Water
Utility manages two 5 million gallon storage and distribution reservoirs at two separate City sites.
Reservoir No. 1 is located at Euclid Street and Ellis Avenue in the southwest portion of the City.
Reservoir No. 2 is located in Cordata Park off Tanager Avenue in the southwest portion of the
City. In addition, the water distribution system includes 202 miles of distribution piping,
approximately 17,131 service connections, and 2,050 fire hydrants (City of Fountain Valley
2016b). To protect the longevity of equipment while providing adequate flow to service fire
protection needs in the event of an emergency, capacities of both reservoirs is held at 75 percent
(7.5 million gallons); flow rates from these reservoirs are approximately 7,600 gallons per minute
(gpm) for Reservoir No. 1 and 7,500 gpm for Reservoir No. 2 (City of Fountain Valley 2016b).
The City’s water distribution system operates at an average of 72 pounds per square inch (psi).
Water flow is precisely controlled by several variable speed (pressure) wells, booster pumps, and
automatic control valves. To help protect the water quality of the service area distribution system,
the City has installed over 2,000 backflow prevention devices within the service area. The
Fountain Valley Water Utility system employs a Supervisory Control Data Acquisition System
(SCADA), and advanced computer-based controls system that enables 24-hour, remote
monitoring and control of the various water system facilities; the SCADA central station is located
at the City’s Field Services Operations Yard (City of Fountain Valley 2016b). The City’s distribution
system is managed to ensure that water pressure is within acceptable ranges for both domestic
use and fire flow demands (City of Fountain Valley 2016b).
Within the Project area, water supply conveyance systems consist of lines ranging from 2 to 16
inches in diameter and extend approximately 32,679 linear feet, or nearly 6.1 miles. Water supply
distribution lines run within the public rights-of-way of all streets within the Project area and
connect to adjacent parcels or create closed loop systems within larger development parcels. In
addition to water supply lines, recycled water is distributed to parcels along the western boundary
of the Project area, paralleling Ward Street and extending approximately 3,251 feet, or 0.62 mile.
The water distribution system servicing the Project area was largely constructed in a period
3.12-8
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between the late 1960’s and early 1980’s to meet the demands of existing development and
proposed City buildout. Today, much of this system remains in place and continues to adequately
service the Project area with no known existing system deficiencies (Personal Communication
with City Engineers, Temo Galvez and Alex Salazar 2016). Refer to Figure 3.12-1 for the extent
of the water distribution system within the Project area.
3.12.1.2

Wastewater

Wastewater Management System
Wastewater collection and treatment service
in the Project area is provided by the OCSD.
Located adjacent to the southern end of the
Project area at 10844 Ellis Avenue, OCSD
collects, treats, and disposes of wastewater for
its 479 square-mile service area, with a
population of approximately 2.5 million people.
OCSD currently operates two wastewater
treatment
facilities
that
accommodate
wastewater from residential, commercial, and
industrial sources (OCSD 2016a). The City
The OCSD operates the Steve Anderson Lift Station,
owns, operates, and maintains the sewer
adjacent to the Project area, and was awarded the
collection system within city limits and its
2010 Engineering Excellence Merit Award in Water
and Wastewater by the American Council of
sphere of influence. The sewer system was
Engineering Companies (ACEC).
comprises approximately 133 miles of
collection and transmission pipe that sends City effluent to the OCSD for treatment and disposal
(OCSD 2016a). Wastewater generated within the Project area is conveyed to Reclamation Plant
No. 1, located directly south of the Project area. This treatment plant has a treatment capacity of
320 million gallons per day (MGD) (City of Fountain Valley 2016b), and treated an average of 115
MGD in 2015 (OCSD 2016b). As a proactive measure to ensure continuous service and prevent
any future capacity concerns, wastewater may be transmitted from OCSD Reclamation Plant No.
1 to OCSD Reclamation Plant No. 2, which has a primary treatment capacity of 312 MGD and is
located in the City of Huntington Beach (OCSD 2016b). 2
Existing sewer mains within the Project area range in diameter from less than 8 inches to 15
inches and extends approximately 13,689 feet, or nearly 2.6 miles. Lateral sewer lines are
generally located within the public road right-of-way within the Project area, and branch lines
connect the area north of Interstate 405, south of Talbert Avenue, and east of Ward Street (refer
to Figure 3.12-2). Several trunk lines that collect waste effluent conveyed by lateral lines occur
within the Project area and are located along Mt. Baldy Circle, Euclid Street, and parallel to the

Primary treatment refers to the process of removing waste substances such as oils, grease, and solids from
wastewater before moving on to the secondary treatment process. Secondary treatment typically involves the physical,
biological, and chemical treatment of wastewater to achieve an acceptable degree of effluent quality.

2
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Santa Ana River. These trunk lines extend approximately 8,442 feet, or 1.6 miles. Existing
wastewater facilities servicing the Project area were constructed in the late 1960’s and early
1970’s. No known deficiencies exist with the system, and the existing wastewater collection
system adequately services the Project area (Personal Communication with City Engineers,
Temo Galvez and Alex Salazar 2016).
3.12.1.3

Solid Waste

Solid Waste Management System
The City of Fountain Valley contracts Rainbow Environmental Services to collect solid waste
generated throughout the City. Rainbow Environmental Services provides waste collection,
recycling, and disposal services for residential customers with trash can service (City of Fountain
Valley 2016c). The collection vehicles run on compressed natural gas (CNG). Rainbow
Environmental Services provides commercial bins, compactor pick-up service, and Rent-A-Bins
for commercial, construction, and residential needs. Rainbow Disposal provides a Materials
Recovery Facility (MRF) to ensure compliance with California state laws regarding waste stream
diversion and ensuring that a minimum of 75 percent of solid waste is diverted from landfills into
reuse and recycling under AB 341 (see Section 3.1.2.2, Regulatory Setting).
Solid waste generated from the City is transported to a MRF within the City of Huntington Beach
approximately 3 miles northwest of the Project area, where solid waste is manually and
mechanically separated into recyclable and non-recyclable materials (Rainbow Environmental
Services 2016). Non-recyclable materials and solid waste are then transported to Frank R.
Bowerman Landfill, a 725-acre, non-hazardous, municipal solid waste landfill located within the
City of Irvine, approximately 13.5 miles east of Project area. The Frank R. Bowerman Landfill is
permitted to receive 11,500 tons per day (tpd) and receives a daily average of approximately
6,800 tpd (Julie Chay, Public Information Officer, Orange County Waste & Recycling 2016), and
is scheduled to close in the year 2053 (County of Orange Waste & Recycling 2015). The landfill
is subject to regular inspection by state regulatory agencies such as the California Department of
Resource Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB), and the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to ensure
compliance with applicable plans, policies, and regulations. Currently, Rainbow Environmental
Services is in the process of upgrading the Huntington Beach MRF, which receives approximately
3,000 tpd of municipal solid waste and is permitted to receive 4,000 tpd of municipal waste
(Rainbow Environmental Services 2015). Expansion of the facility would allowing Rainbow
Environmental Services to meet state mandated solid waste diversions of 75 percent (Rainbow
Environmental Services 2015).
Waste Reduction Programs
Rainbow Disposal provides four free large item collections per year, which allows residents to put
out up to 10 large items per collection. This complimentary special collection service helps City
residents to dispose of large or bulky items, and enables the City to comply with state waste
diversion goals requiring a 50 percent reduction in waste disposed at local landfills (City of
Fountain Valley 2016c).
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In October 2014, the Governor of California signed Assembly Bill (AB) 1826, which requires all
business begin recycling their organic material wastes, effective April 1, 2016. The state’s
objective is to reduce the amount of solid waste disposal and increase recycling opportunities of
organic waste. Pursuant to this bill, the City requires businesses to recycle their organic wastes,
and encourages hotels and restaurants to donate edible food to food rescue and food banks to
reduce organic waste and hunger (City of Fountain Valley 2016d).
3.12.1.4

Communication Services

Communication services (e.g., phone and internet) within the City are provided by various network
service carriers. Telephone services are provided to residents by AT&T Phone Company, Frontier
Communications, WISP, and Time Warner Cable (City of Fountain Valley 2016a). In addition,
residents may choose to establish cellular phone services with independent service providers
which provide high quality cellular service coverage throughout the Project area (AT&T 2016;
Sprint 2016; T-Mobile 2016; Verizon Wireless 2016). Broadband internet and cable television
services are provided by Frontier Communications, WISP, and Time Warner Cable (City of
Fountain Valley 2016a). Fiber optic lines used to transmit data through the Project area are
located along Talbert Avenue and portions of Euclid Street (City of Fountain Valley 2014).

3.12.2

Regulatory Setting

3.12.2.1

Federal Regulations

Clean Water Act
The federal Water Pollution Control Act, also known as the Clean Water Act, is the primary statute
governing water quality. The Clean Water Act establishes the basic structure for regulating
discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United States and gives the Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) the authority to implement pollution control programs, such as setting
wastewater standards for industries. The statute’s goal is to regulate all discharges into the
nation’s waters and to restore, maintain, and preserve the integrity of those waters. The Clean
Water Act sets water quality standards for all contaminants in surface waters and makes it
unlawful for any person to discharge any pollutant from a point source into navigable waters
unless a permit is obtained under its provisions. The Clean Water Act mandates permits for
wastewater and stormwater discharges, requires states to establish site-specific water quality
standards for navigable bodies of water, and regulates other activities that affect water quality,
such as dredging and the filling of wetlands. The Clean Water Act also funds the construction of
sewage treatment plants and recognizes the need for planning to address nonpoint sources of
pollution.
3.12.2.2

State Policies and Regulations

California Governor’s Drought Declarations
California Governor Brown on January 17, 2014 proclaimed a State of Emergency and directed
state officials to take all necessary actions to make water immediately available. On April 25,
2014, the Governor issued an executive order to speed up actions necessary to reduce harmful
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effects of the drought, and he called on all Californians to redouble their efforts to conserve water.
On December 22, 2014 Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-28-14 extending directives to
the Department of Water Resources and the Water Board to take actions necessary to make
water immediately available through May 31, 2016 and to extend California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) suspensions for certain water supply projects. On April 1, 2015, the governor issued
Executive Order B-29-15. Key provisions include ordering the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) to impose restrictions to achieve a 25 percent reduction in potable urban water
usage through February 28, 2016. On May 9, 2016, the governor issued Executive Order B-3716, establishing longer-term water conservation measures through the end of January 2017,
which include monthly water use reporting, strengthened urban drought contingency plans,
elimination of wasteful water use practices, and mandated adjustments to emergency water
conservation regulations and restrictions during extended drought conditions. These extended
water conservation measures recognize differing water supply conditions for many communities,
and require that communities develop water efficiency measures and conservations plans specific
to the conditions of their respective water supply. The Governor’s drought declaration also calls
upon local urban water suppliers and municipalities to implement their local water shortage
contingency plans immediately in order to avoid or forestall outright restrictions that could become
necessary later in the drought season.
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (2014)
California enacted landmark legislation in 2014 known as the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA). The legislation provides a framework for sustainable management of
groundwater supplies by local authorities, with a limited role for state intervention only if necessary
to protect the resource. The Act requires the formation of local groundwater sustainability
agencies that must assess conditions in their local water basins and adopt locally-based
management plans. The act provides substantial time (i.e., 20 years) for groundwater
sustainability agencies to implement plans and achieve long-term groundwater sustainability. It
protects existing surface water and groundwater rights and does not impact current drought
response measures. Furthermore, it is the overall intent of SGMA to:
•

Provide for the sustainable management of groundwater basins;

•

Enhance local management of groundwater consistent with rights to use or store
groundwater and Section 2 of Article X of the California Constitution. It is the intent of the
Legislature to preserve the security of water rights in the state to the greatest extent
possible consistent with the sustainable management of groundwater;

•

Establish minimum standards for sustainable groundwater management;

•

Provide local groundwater agencies with the authority and the technical and financial
assistance necessary to sustainably manage groundwater;

•

Avoid or minimize subsidence;

•

Improve data collection and understanding about groundwater;

•

Increase groundwater storage and remove impediments to recharge;
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•

Manage groundwater basins through the actions of local governmental agencies to the
greatest extent feasible, while minimizing state intervention to only when necessary to
ensure that local agencies manage groundwater in a sustainable manner; and

•

Provide a more efficient and cost-effective groundwater adjudication process that protects
water rights, ensures due process, prevents unnecessary delay, and furthers the
objectives of this part.

California Water Plan: Update 2013
The California Water Plan: Update 2013 provides a framework for water managers, legislators,
and the public to consider options and make decisions regarding California’s water future. The
plan outlines actions that together bring reliability, restoration, and resilience to California water
resources, reinforcing the value of integrated water management, and examining policies that
allow water managers to combine flood management, environmental stewardship, and surface
water and groundwater supply.
Urban Water Management Planning Act
The Urban Water Management Planning Act (California Water Code Division 6, Part 2.6, Sections
10610 et seq.) was developed due to concerns over potential water supply shortages throughout
California. It requires information on water supply reliability and water use efficiency measures.
Urban water suppliers are required, as part of the Act, to develop and implement Urban Water
Management Plans (UWMPs) to describe water supply, service area demand, population trends
and efforts to promote efficient use and management of water resources. An UWMP is intended
to serve as a water supply and demand planning document that is updated every 5 years to reflect
changes in the water supplier’s service area including water supply trends, and conservation and
water use efficiency policies. Specifically, municipal water suppliers that serve more than 3,000
customers or provide more than 3,000 AFY must adopt an UWMP.
CALGreen Building Code
California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 11 of the California Code of Regulations, establishes
the California Green Building Code or CALGreen. The CALGreen Code was recently updated in
2013 and went into effect January 1, 2014. CALGreen sets forth water efficiency standards (i.e.,
maximum flow rates) for all new federally-regulated plumbing fittings and fixtures. The 2013
mandatory standards for water use are shown in Table 3.12-4.
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Table 3.12-4. CALGreen Mandatory Maximum Flow Rates
Residential

Commercial

Showerheads

2.0 gpm at 80 psi

2.0 gpm at 80 psi

Residential Lavatory Faucet

1.5 gpm at 60 psi

N/A

Lavatory Faucet in Common Areas

0.5 gpm at 60 psi

0.5 gpm at 60 psi

Kitchen Faucet

1.8 gpm at 60 psi

1.8 gpm at 60 psi

Water Closets

1.28 gallons per flush

1.28 gallons per flush

Urinals

0.5 gallons per flush

0.5 gallons per flush

Metering Faucets

0.25 gallons per cycle

0.25 gallons per cycle

Wash Fountains

N/A

20 gpm at 60 psi

Notes: gpm = gallons per minute, psi = pounds per square inch
Source: CalGreen 2013.

California Water Code Sections 10910 et seq.
Senate Bill (SB) 610 was adopted in 2001 and amended the statutes of the Urban Water
Management Planning Act, as well as the California Water Code (CWC) Sections 10910 et seq.
SB 610 reflects the growing awareness of the need to incorporate water supply and demand
analysis at the earliest possible stage in the land use planning process.
CWC Section 10910 requires that for specified projects subject to CEQA, the urban water supplier
must prepare a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) that determines whether the projected water
demand associated with a proposed project is included as part of the most recently adopted
UWMP. Specifically, the WSA identifies adequate available water supplies necessary to meet the
demand, as well as the cumulative demand for the general region over the next 20 years, under
average, single dry, and multiple dry year water conditions. Under CWC Section 10910, a WSA
need only be prepared if a project exceeds the following specific thresholds of development:
a) A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units.
b) A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000
persons or having more than 500,000 square feet (sf) of floor space.
c) A commercial building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000
sf of floor space.
d) A hotel or motel with more than 500 rooms.
e) A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park, planned to
house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more
than 650,000 sf of floor area.
f)

A mixed-use project that includes one or more of these elements.

g) A project creating the equivalent water demand of 500 residential units.
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

3.12-15

3.12 Utilities

The water supply assessment must be approved by the public water system at a regular or special
meeting and must be incorporated into the CEQA document. The lead agency must then make
certain findings related to water supply based on the water supply assessment. In addition, under
SB 610, an urban water supplier responsible for the preparation and periodic updating of an
UWMP must describe the water supply projects and programs that may be undertaken to meet
the total projected water use of the service area.
2009 Water Conservation Act (SBx7-7)
SBx7-7 was enacted in November 2009, requiring all water suppliers to increase water use
efficiency. The legislation sets an overall goal of reducing per capita urban water use by
December 31, 2020 through water use targets for urban water suppliers, water management
plans, and best management practices. Urban retailers can achieve the SBx7-7 goal using one
of four specified methods:
a) Option 1: 80 percent of baseline use (reduction of 20 percent).
b) Option 2: Sum of specified performance standards.
c) Option 3: 95 percent of California Department of Water Resources Hydrologic Region
target from draft 20x2020 plan.
d) Option 4: A flexible alternative designed to adjust to local circumstances.
Urban retail water suppliers must monitor and report compliance on an individual or regional
basis. Individual urban retail water suppliers are not required to achieve a reduction in urban per
capita water use greater than 20 percent. Compliance with the water reduction target is required
for continued state water grants and loan eligibility. After 2021, failure of urban retail water
suppliers to meet their targets establishes a violation of law for administrative or judicial
proceedings.
California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939) (1989)
The California Integrated Waste Management Act (IWMA) of 1989 established an integrated
waste management hierarchy to guide the California Integrated Waste Management Board and
local agencies in implementation, in order of priority: (1) source reduction; (2) recycling and
composting; and (3) environmentally safe transformation and land disposal. The Act required
each county to establish a task force to coordinate the development of city Source Reduction and
Recycling Elements (SRREs) and a countywide siting element. The Act also required each county
to prepare, adopt, and submit to the Board an IWMP.
Additionally, waste diversion mandates were set in AB 939. The law required each city or county
plan to include an implementation schedule which shows: diversion of 25 percent of all solid waste
from landfill or transformation facilities by January 1, 1995 through source reduction, recycling,
and composting activities; and, diversion of 50 percent of all solid waste by January 1, 2000
through source reduction, recycling, and composting activities. A city or county may be deemed
exempt from these goals or to reduce the requirements if the city or county demonstrates that
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attainment of the goals is not feasible due to the small geographic size of the jurisdiction and the
small quantity of waste generated. After January 1, 1995, the Act authorized the Board to establish
an alternative goal to the 50 percent requirement, if the Board finds that the local agency is
effectively implementing all source reduction, recycling, and composting measures to the
maximum extent feasible.
Senate (SB) 1016
SB 1016 builds on AB 939 compliance requirements by implementing a simplified measure of
jurisdictions’ performance. SB 1016 accomplishes this by changing the measurement of waste
reduction from a diversion rate to a disposal-based indicator – the per capita disposal rate. The
purpose of the per capita disposal measurement system is to make the process of goal
measurement as established by AB 939 simpler, timelier, and more accurate. Beginning with
reporting year 2007 jurisdiction annual reports, diversion rates will no longer be measured. With
the passage of SB 1016, only per capita disposal rates are measured. For 2007 and subsequent
years, CalRecycle compares reported disposal tons to population to calculate per capita disposal
expressed in pounds/person/day.
Assembly Bill (AB) 341 (2011)
AB 341 established a state policy goal that no less than 75 percent of solid waste generated be
source reduced, recycled, or composted by 2020, and requiring CalRecycle to provide a report to
the Legislature that recommends strategies to achieve the policy goal by January 1, 2014. AB
341 mandates local jurisdictions to implement commercial recycling by July 1, 2012. AB 341
requires any business (including schools and government facilities) that generates 4 cubic yards
or more of waste per week, and multifamily buildings with five or more units to arrange for
recycling services.
California Code of Regulations Title 24
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations is known as the California Building Code. The current
2013 California Building Code was updated in 2013 and an update is currently planned for early
2017. The 2013 California Building Code includes the following:
•

California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 11 comprises the California’s Green Building
Standard Code (CALGreen), which establishes mandatory green building code
requirements as well as voluntary measures (Tier 1 and Tier 2) for new buildings in
California. The mandatory provisions in CALGreen will reduce the use of volatile organic
compound (VOC)-emitting materials, strengthen water efficiency conservation, increase
construction waste recycling, and increase energy efficiency. Tier 1 and Tier 2 are intended
to further encourage building practices that minimize the building’s impact on the
environment and promote a more sustainable design.
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3.12.2.3

Regional Policies and Regulations

MWD Water Supply Allocation Plan
On February 12, 2008 the Board of Directors of the MWD approved a Water Supply Allocation
Plan. The Plan was prepared to address a balanced water allocation in the event that there is a
water shortage. The plan provides reduced allocations to all of MWD’s service area;
encompassing all Southern California counties. The intent is to share the burden of reduced water
deliveries. The plan incorporates a number of elements including past conservation efforts, local
water supplies and penalty fees. The penalty fees, if collected, would be re-invested in that area
for further conservation efforts and extended development of local supplies.
The plan was most recently updated in December 2014. Under the plan, MWD’s member
agencies and their retailers would be allocated supplies partly based on their dependency on the
district’s imported supplies, while taking into account other local supply sources. Among the
changes were an update to the base period to fiscal years ending 2013 and 2014, and revised
credits for per capita water use reductions for agencies that have already put in place mandatory
conservation ordinances and requirements. Other changes establish a separate allocation for
drought-impacted groundwater basins and replace current penalty rates with an allocation
surcharge based on MWD’s current turf removal program cost. This plan is not in effect now and
would have to be brought to the Board for action before implementation. The plan was last
implemented in 2009.
3.12.2.4

Local Policies and Regulations

Fountain Valley Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)
The City has recently adopted its 2015 UWMP, which provides the State of California’s
Department of Water Resources an assessment of the City’s present and future water resources
needs. Specifically, this document provides water supply planning for a 25-year planning period
in 5-year increments. The plan identifies water supplies for existing and future demands;
quantifies water demands during the normal year, single-dry year and multiple-dry years; and
identifies supply reliability under the three hydrological conditions. The UWMP document has
been prepared in compliance with the requirements of the Urban Water Management Planning
Act as amended in 2009 (City of Fountain Valley 2016b)
City of Fountain Valley General Plan
The City of Fountain Valley General Plan contains the following relevant goals, policies, and
actions in Chapter 2.0, Land Use Element, and Chapter 5.0, Conservation Element, related to
water supply, water conservation, storm drain infrastructure, waste disposal, and groundwater
resources in the Project area and surroundings:
Land Use Element
Goal 2.14 Manage growth and development to insure the maintenance or improvement of the
existing quality of life in Fountain Valley.
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Policy 2.14.2 Work with water services, sewer and flood control agencies to ensure the
adequate maintenance of infrastructure facilities and provision for future maintenance and
possible replacement or repair of such facilities.
Policy 2.14.3 Maintain streets, sidewalks, alleys, storm drains and sewers in a clean, safe
and operational condition.
Policy 2.14.6 Insure proper disposal of solid waste.
Conservation Element
Goal 5.1 Conserve, protect and enhance the natural resources in Fountain Valley to ensure
their optimal use and support to the benefit of all present and future citizens of the City.
Policy 5.1.1 Develop an environmental mitigation monitoring program to address the
natural resources found in Fountain Valley.
Goal 5.2 Protect Fountain Valley’s existing and future water resources.
Policy 5.2.1 Conserve scarce water resources.
Policy 5.2.2 Work with federal, state and County governments and agencies to maintain
and improve the quality and quantity of local and regional groundwater resources available
to the City.
Goal 5.6 Fulfill the requirements of the Integrated Waste Management Act of California.
Policy 5.6.1 While maintaining its current recycling policies, the City shall adopt additional
incentives, regulations and procedures to further specify local recycling requirements and
evaluate the potential for developing a recycling and/or composting center.
Fountain Valley Municipal Code (FVMC)
The FVMC establishes regulations and requirements mandated of all development and
development projects within the City and includes the requirement for the payment of fees to
ensure the adequate provisions and upkeep of City services and infrastructure. The following
sections of the FVMC set minim design and construction standards, and establish regulations for
the management of public utilities, including solid waste, wastewater, water supplies, stormwater,
and electrical and natural gas supply and infrastructure.
•

Title 6 - Health and Sanitation. This title provides for garbage and solid waste regulations
in compliance with all laws.

•

Title 13 - Public Works. This title provides for public works regulations, including the City’s
drainage plan and underground wiring, in compliance with all laws.

•

Title 14 - Water and Sewers. This title provides for the water and sewer system of the City
in compliance with all laws and departments. In addition, the provisions of the chapters
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included under this title include requirements for the payment of development impact fees
as determined by the City council.
•

Title 18 - Building Codes and Regulations. This title provides for plumbing, electrical,
energy, and building codes and regulations.

3.12.3

Impact Assessment and Methodology

3.12.3.1

Thresholds for Determining Significance

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the 2016 CEQA Guidelines.
For purposes of this EIR, implementation of the proposed Project may have a significant adverse
impact on utilities and service systems if the Project would:
•

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board;

•

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects;

•

Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;

•

Reduce sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or require new or expanded entitlements;

•

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing commitments;

•

Be served by a landfill that lacks sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s
solid waste disposal needs; or,

•

Conflict with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

3.12.3.2

Methodology

The section analyzes the Project’s goals, policies, and development regulations to determine
whether implementation of the proposed Project would result in significant impacts to existing
water, wastewater, and solid waste infrastructure, and regional and local water supplies. The
analysis further identifies and describes how the proposed goals and policies, in addition to
existing regulations and standards, provide enforceable requirements and/or performance
standards that avoid or minimize significant impacts and uphold the City’s standing as an
environmentally conscious community.
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Descriptions of existing water and wastewater infrastructure were partially derived from City
Geographic Information System (GIS) data and infrastructure maps. Information regarding the
slope, length, and material of water and sewer pipelines within the Project area was gathered
using pipeline data provided by the City.

3.12.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact UT-1 Description
UT-1

Implementation of the proposed Project would not exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
(Less than Significant).

The RWQCB, in connection with the implementation of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) program, has imposed requirements on the treatment of wastewater
and its discharge into local water bodies, including the Santa Ana River. Wastewater produced
by new land uses and development in the Project area would meet these requirements through
treatment at the OCSD Reclamation Plan No. 1. The treatment plant utilizes chemically-enhanced
primary and secondary treatment. In addition, the implementation of wastewater low impact
development (LID) designs and best management practices (BMPs) required by the Project would
also help meet wastewater quality treatment standards. Therefore, RWQCB wastewater
treatment requirements would not be exceeded, and potential impacts related to the proposed
Project are considered less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact UT-2 Description
UT-2

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in an increase in
wastewater generation; however, increased wastewater generation would not
exceed the treatment capacity of existing wastewater facilities (Less than
Significant).

The Project area is currently fully developed and existing wastewater flows are treated within the
capacity of OCSD. Wastewater flows from the Project would also be treated at OCSD
Reclamation Plant No. 1, which has a combined primary treatment capacity of 320 MGD.
Currently this facility receives and treats and average flow of 115 MGD of wastewater.
Implementation of the proposed Project would add approximately 144,866.2 gpd, or 0.14 MGD
(Table 3.13-5). Implementation of the Project would result in an increase in current wastewater
flows by approximately 0.13 percent.
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Table 3.12-5. Estimated Project Wastewater Generation
Projected Change in
Land Use

Wastewater Flow
Estimates1

Estimated Project
Wastewater
Generation (gpd)

Retail

134,010 sf

0.12 gpd/sf

16,081.2

Warehouse/
Commercial

-318,369 sf

0.05 gpd/sf

-15,918.5

Office/
Industrial2

554,212 sf

0.07 gpd/sf

38,794.8

Net Development

258,011 sf

0.05 – 0.12 gpd/sf

38,957.5

491 units

215.7 gpd/unit

105,908.7

Land Use

Residential
Total

144,866.2 gpd (0.14 MGD)

1Wastewater

Flow Estimates in gallons per day/square foot by land uses based on Wastewater Flow Estimates for
Development Planning retrieved via email communication with OCSD staff (Daisy Covarrubias, OCSD 2016).
2The Office/Industrial land use is a sum of change in land use from existing Auto Retail, Office, and Industrial land
uses under proposed buildout of the Project.

Given that the existing system has approximately 205 MGD of additional capacity and increased
amounts of development under implementation of the proposed Project, increases in wastewater
flows would be fully treatable by existing facilities. The OCSD Reclamation Plant No. 1 would
have sufficient capacity to serve the anticipated Project demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments. Therefore, impacts in regard to Project-related wastewater generation are
considered less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact UT-3 Description
UT-3

Implementation of the proposed Project may require or result in the construction
of new site-specific wastewater facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects (Less than
Significant with Mitigation).

Wastewater collection and conveyance systems within the Project area are currently sufficient in
terms of size and age to service existing Project area development (Personal Communication
with City Engineers, Temo Galvez and Alex Salazar 2016). Due to existing available capacity to
treat wastewater existing and future wastewater in the City, construction or expansion of
wastewater treatment facilities would not be required. However, it is possible that new
development within the Project area would require on-site upgrades to serve the proposed new
uses. For future development, individual development projects occurring under the Project would
be reviewed to determine whether site-specific infrastructure improvements (e.g., pipe upsizing)
would be required as part of project approval. Development projects may require the alteration of
existing infrastructure, the construction of new wastewater collection pipes, and connection to
existing systems to support an increase of approximately 0.14 MGD of wastewater flows (see
Table 3.12-5).
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While the location and size of specific wastewater improvements necessary to service individual
development projects is undetermined, information regarding the improvement or construction of
these facilities will be determined prior to approval of proposed projects. As standard City process,
all necessary improvements and alterations to existing wastewater facilities would be required to
be constructed in compliance with applicable state and City development codes and regulations.
Construction of new sewer infrastructure would typically require excavation, removal of older
pipelines, replacement and/or repair of inadequate pipe segments, and replacement of pavement,
sidewalk, and landscaping disturbed during construction. This would involve typical short-term
construction impacts, such as air emissions, noise, and disruption of traffic flows. Such impacts
would vary depending on the individual development. As part of development review of individual
projects, additional CEQA review may be required to analyze potential effects that may include
the alteration of existing systems or construction of additional infrastructure. Replacement of
several sewer mains in the Project area could also create secondary short-term periodic
construction impacts.
Further, implementation of the Project would generate increased sewage flows within the existing
sewer system. Development of land uses under the proposed Project would incrementally trigger
the need for expansion or replacement of individual sewer line segments, resulting in potentially
significant impacts. With assurance of adequate funds to finance the capital improvements
necessary as provided for in MM U-3, impacts would be reduced to less than significant with
mitigation. Therefore, Project impacts are considered less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
MM UT-3:
FVCSP Utility Infrastructure Financing Program: The City shall ensure
adequate financing for funding of infrastructure improvements to serve the FVCSP through
implementation of the FVCSP Utility Infrastructure Financing Program, including preparation of
an AB 1600 fee justification study, for the FVCSP area. The Financing Program shall be
developed prior to the approval of the first entitlements for a development within the Project area,
following adoption of the Project. All new development within the FVCSP shall be conditioned to
be subject to payment of its fair share of any impact fees identified under this program. The City
shall determine the costs of and establish a funding program for the following capital
improvements to upgrade water and wastewater delivery as needed to serve the demands of new
land uses anticipated to occur under the FVCSP.
The Program shall also:
a. Identify the cost of improvements to or replacement of undersized water and
wastewater lines within the FVCSP area needed to serve the Project.
b. Clearly apportion existing and projected demand on these facilities and costs
between existing users, the City and proposed future development.
c. Identify potential funding mechanisms for sewer and water line construction,
including the equitable sharing of costs between new development, the City
and existing users, including development impact fees, grants, assessments,
etc.
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d. Identify development impact fees for all residential and non-residential
development to ensure that development pays its fair share of public
infrastructure costs.
e. Include a regular fee update schedule, consistent with the City’s Capital
Improvement Program.
Residual Significance
Implementation of MM UT-3 and compliance with existing local regulations would ensure the
funding of necessary improvements to the wastewater system to serve future land uses
anticipated to occur under the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, potential impacts to wastewater
infrastructure would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.
Impact UT-4 Description
UT-4

Implementation of the proposed Project may require or result in the construction
of new stormwater drainage or expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects (Less than Significant).

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in partial redevelopment of the Project area
for increased retail, commercial, industrial, warehouse, office, and residential uses. As the site is
largely developed with impermeable surfaces, redevelopment under the proposed Project would
primarily involve replacement rather than expansion of impermeable surfaces. Some permeable
surface areas may also be introduced to the Project area via the installation of up to six half-acre
public open space areas, though not all open space areas would be required to consist of
permeable ground. Any potential increased development of impermeable surfaces and building
square footage may result in increased stormwater and urban runoff that enters the City’s storm
drainage system. Storm drain infrastructure within the Project area presently accommodates and
conveys stormwater flows adequately, and additional development under the Project is not
expected to impede stormwater conveyance (Personal Communication with City Engineers,
Temo Galvez and Alex Salazar 2016). However, it is possible that new development within the
Project area would require on-site upgrades to serve the proposed new uses. Necessary
improvements to site hydrology may be required to accommodate redevelopment and would be
identified as part of review of proposed projects. While the location and extent of stormwater
system improvements necessary to service individual development projects is presently
undetermined, specific information regarding the improvement or construction of these facilities
would be determined prior to approval of proposed project. Any construction of necessary facilities
would be subject to applicable state and City development codes and regulations. As part of the
development review of individual projects, additional CEQA review may be required, which would
analyze potential effects including the potential alteration of the existing system. Therefore, the
Project is not anticipated to have in significant adverse effects to the environment resulting from
the construction of additional storm drain infrastructure, and impacts are considered less than
significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
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Impact UT-5 Description
UT-5

The proposed Project would increase the demand for water; however, this
demand would be adequately met by existing and planned future water supplies
(Less than Significant).

Commercial, industrial, and residential uses anticipated to occur under the proposed Project
would incrementally increase water demand throughout the development of and life of the Project.
Based on the water duty factors provided by the MWDOC and the change in population associated
with proposed Project buildout, it is estimated that new land uses anticipated to occur under the
proposed Project would potentially increase water demand by an estimated 499,855 gpd, or
approximately 560.3 AFY (Table 3.12-6).
Table 3.12-6. Estimated Increased Water Demand Generated by the Project
Projected Change
in Land Use

Estimated Change
in Project Area
Employment/
Population1

Water Use
Factors2 (gpcd)

Estimated
Increased
Water Demand
(gpd)

Retail

134,010 sf

350

173

60,550

Warehouse/
Commercial

-318,369 sf

-408

173

-70,584

Office/
Industrial3

554,212 sf

2,121

173

366,933

Net
Development

258,011 sf

2,063

173

356,899

491 units

1,444

99

142,956

Land Use

Residential
Total

499,855 gpd (560.3 AFY)

1Refer

to Section 3.9, Population and Housing, for detailed discussion of estimation of buildout population by land
use.
2Water Use Factors retrieved from the Orange County Water Suppliers Water Rates & Financial Information
(MWDOC 2013).
3The Office/Industrial land use is a sum of change in land use from existing Auto Retail, Office, and Industrial land
uses under proposed buildout of the Project.

The increased demand for water would have the potential to result in the need for new or
expanded water infrastructure and/or water supplies. While redevelopment of the Project area
would result in a projected net increase in water demand by approximately 560.3 AFY, the
MWDOC and the City currently project an estimated 11,800 AFY of potable water will be available
at the time of buildout of the Project, approximately 1,025 AF more than current demands (see
Table 3.12-3). This supply is managed through issuance of Will Serve Letters for individual
projects which describe the service to be provided and ensures adequate supply for the
development. Individual developments within the Specific Plan area would be required to obtain
a Will Serve letter from the district prior to planning approval. As such, the MWD, MWDOC, and
the City anticipate their ability to meet full-service demands through 2040 during both normal, dry,
and multiple dry years. Further, increasing reliance on recycled water, City mandated water
efficiency requirements, water conservation measures, and implementation of higher efficiency
systems would contribute to decreased water demands within the Project area. Therefore, while
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implementation of the Project would result in an increase in water demand, impacts to existing
and projected City water supply are considered less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact UT-6 Description
UT-6

Implementation of the proposed Project may require or result in the construction
of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities; however, the
construction of these facilities would not result in substantial environmental
effects (Less than Significant with Mitigation).

Additional commercial, industrial, office, retail, and residential uses to be developed under the
proposed Project would increase water demand. Based on water demand factors for the City and
other service areas within the County, water demand resulting from implementation of the Project
is expected to increase by approximately 499,855 gpd (560.3 AFY) (Table 3.12-6). The increased
demand for water would have the potential to result in need for additional water supply
infrastructure. Currently, the Project area is largely developed and is served by an existing water
supply system which provides sufficient service (Personal Communication with City Engineers,
Temo Galvez and Alex Salazar 2016). Development under the proposed Project would occur
within the existing developed spaces of the Project area and is not expected to require substantial
alternations to the existing water system given the incremental and limited increase in water
demand from the Project. However, new land uses anticipated to occur under the Project could
nonetheless result in the need for construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing
infrastructure such as upsizing of certain pipeline segments. However, individual development
projects would be reviewed to determine any necessary alternations to existing infrastructure to
serve the development site. As part of development review of individual projects, additional CEQA
review may be required that would analyze potential effects including the alteration of existing
systems or construction of additional infrastructure. The construction or implementation of
necessary onsite infrastructure improvements would occur in conformance with applicable state
and City development codes and regulations. Due to the limited increase in water demand
associated with the Project, as well as conformance to mandated water supply infrastructure
regulations and standards, and with assurance of adequate funds to finance the capital
improvements necessary for the Project as described in MM UT-3, impacts to the environment
due to potential construction or expansion of water supply facilities are considered less than
significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measures
MM UT-3 shall apply.
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Residual Impact
Implementation of MM U-3 and compliance with existing local regulations would ensure the
funding of necessary improvements to the water distribution system to serve future land uses
anticipated to occur under the proposed Project. MM UT-3 would ensure that responsible
agencies and developers would be responsible to pay a fee to fund the improvements. Therefore,
potential impacts to water infrastructure would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.
Impact UT-7 Description
UT-7

The proposed Project would potentially increase solid waste generation within
the Project area; however, existing sorting and disposal facilities currently
possess sufficient capacity to accommodate additional Project solid waste
generation (Less than Significant).

Under implementation of the proposed Project, redevelopment of the Project area is expected to
result in a net increase of approximately 258,011 sf of retail, industrial, commercial, warehouse,
and office development and 491 residential units. This increase in Project area buildout would
result in an increase in solid waste generation and a subsequent need for waste disposal. Based
on approximate Project buildout, the estimated potential net increase in solid waste generation in
the Project area is 4,828.76 pounds (lbs) of solid waste per day, equating to 2.41 tpd (see Table
3.12-7). Assuming required diversion rate of 75 percent is applied, this would result in up to an
additional 1.81 tpd of non-recyclable waste that would need to be disposed in a landfill.
Table 3.12-7. Estimated Additional Solid Waste Generation from Project Implementation
Projected Change in
Land Use

Waste Generation
Factor1

Estimated Waste

Retail

134,010 sf

0.006 lbs/sf/day

712.84 lbs/day

Warehouse/Commercial

-318,369 sf

0.005 lbs/sf/day

-1,700.15 lbs/day

Office/Industrial

554,212 sf

0.006 lbs/sf/day

3,208.86 lbs/day

Net Development

258,011 sf

0.005 – 0.006 lbs/sf/day

2,221.55 lbs/day

491 units

5.31 lbs/du/day

2,607.21 lbs/day

Land Use

Residential
Total

4,828.76 lbs/day

Estimated solid waste generation was calculated using waste generation rates from CalRecycle.
Source: CalRecycle 2013.

1

It is not anticipated that an additional net 258,011 sf of development would substantially strain
Rainbow Environmental Services’ ability to service the Project area. In addition, the MRF has
available capacity to receive and process an additional 1,000 tpd of solid waste under their
existing permit. As such, the MRF possess adequate capacity to receive an estimated 2.41 tpd of
additional Project waste, or approximately 0.006 percent of the facility’s permitted daily capacity.
Furthermore, disposal of approximately 1.81 tpd of non-recyclable solid waste at the Frank R.
Bowerman Landfill would incrementally contribute to the facility’s typical daily intake and would
not result in exceedance of the facility’s total daily capacity. Therefore, impacts resulting from
additional solid waste generation under the proposed Project are considered less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
Impact UT-8 Description
UT-8

Due to existing and proposed City programs, implementation of the proposed
Project would not result in the generation of waste in a manner that may
potentially conflict with federal, state, and local statues and regulations related
to solid waste (No Impact).

California state law AB 341 requires that at least 75 percent of solid waste be diverted from
landfills. As previously discussed, solid waste generated by the Project would be transported to a
MRF that separates and sorts solid waste to ensure a minimum of 75 percent is diverted for
recycling and reuse before being transported to the Frank R. Bowerman Landfill. In addition,
development under the Project would be required to comply with all applicable City solid waste
regulations, permitting processes, and policies in effect at the time of operation, including the
policies and regulations described under FVMC Chapter 6.08, Solid Waste. As the City is in
compliance with applicable state, federal, and local regulations and implementation of the Project
would not conflict with regulations related to solid waste, no impact would occur.
Mitigation Measures
No mitigation required.
3.12.4.1

Cumulative Impacts

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in the incremental increase in demand for
water supply, stormwater, wastewater, and solid waste management. Cumulative impacts to utility
services are largely related to City-wide population growth and development. Under the City
Capital Improvements Program, facilities providing these services City Public Works staff
identifies deficiencies in current infrastructure systems and anticipates the demand of these
services for the build-out population of the City, and. The City and facilities providing these
services are prepared to adequately supply these services with regard to current and future
developments and planned growth anticipated under the 2016-2040 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016-2040 RTP/SCS). The Project could contribute to
impacts to the City’s water infrastructure and wastewater conveyance system, potentially
contributing to exceedance of utility line segment capacities. In addition, cumulative development
citywide may also increase demand on existing water and sewer lines. However, it is anticipated
that such infrastructure would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis and implementation of
MM UT-3 would ensure that funding is available for required improvements.
As described in Section 3.12.1, Environmental Setting, existing utility services including water
supply, wastewater treatment, and solid waste are all currently operating under capacity, and
have sufficient remaining capacity to absorb cumulative increases in demand. Water supply
availability near full buildout of the Project is anticipated to be 11,800 AFY, which is designed to
fully meet projected City water demand. Presently, many cumulative projects consist largely of
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redevelopment of existing developed areas of the City which have contributed towards citywide
water demand, and redevelopment under these projects would result in relatively minor new
demand for water. With consideration of cumulative development under the Sakioka Site, the
project may result in a considerable increase in water demand due to the amount of proposed
development under this project and the present vacant nature of this site. However, requirements
for the acquisition of Will Serve letters would ensure available supply exists to service proposed
the Project and proposed cumulative development.
Regional water supplies delivered by the MWD have constituted an important component of the
City’s historic water supply and currently meet approximately 24 percent of current citywide water
demand. The District would ensure adequate water supply for cumulative development including
the Project through the purchase of additional water supplies. Over the long-term, key MWD
supply sources such as the SWP and the Colorado River have the potential to be reduced due to
environmental regulations, increased demands from other water agencies and states, extended
drought and changes in snowpack, rainfall and runoff associated with climate change. The MWD
is addressing these variables in supply though increased reliance on conservation, increased
system storage and flexibility, use of local sources such as groundwater, conjunctive use, and
reclamation.
Wastewater treatment within the district is currently operating at approximately 36 percent of its
total capacity, and the solid waste facilities for the County are already meeting waste reduction
requirements and operate well below permitted capacities. As such, utility infrastructure and
services within the region has sufficient remaining capacity to account for cumulative increases
in demand resulting from development within these utility service areas.
Planned and pending development in the City includes multiple mixed-use development, large
scale commercial development, and capital improvement projects. These projects are also
expected to contribute to additional population increases in the City either through residential
development or through generation of additional employment opportunities, thereby increasing
demand for the City’s utility infrastructure services. Implementation of this Project and other
proposed or current projects in Table 3.0-2 within the range of these services would increase the
demand on utility services; however, these projects would be required to comply with standards
for the provision of adequate utility services set forth in the City’s General Plan and Municipal
Code, and would be subject to City planning and review processes that would ensure that
adequate utility infrastructure. Developers would be required to pay development impact fees to
offset any impacts to utility service infrastructure and capacities. As such, cumulatively the Project
would not result in any significant or adverse effects on utilities and the provision of these services.
Therefore, the cumulative impact of this Project and projects (listed in Table 3.0-2) within the
vicinity are considered less than significant.
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3.13

ENERGY CONSERVATION

This analysis identifies and evaluates issues related to energy conservation in the context of
the proposed Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP) Project (Project). This analysis
discusses the physical and regulatory setting for electrical, natural gas, petroleum and fuel, and
renewable resources; the criteria used for determining the significance of environmental
impacts on energy consumption and conservation; and potential impacts on energy supply and
consumption associated with construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed
Project.

3.13.1

Environmental Setting

3.13.1.1

Regional and Local Setting

California is the most populated state in the U.S. and is rated the world’s eighth largest economy.
To service such a large population and economy, energy is provided by approximately 81 load
serving entities (LSE), sending power through 200,000 miles of overhead transmission and
distribution lines and 70,000 miles of additional underground lines. In 2014, in-state power
generation equated approximately 198,973 gigawatt hours (GWh) while approximately 97,870
GWh of power were imported into the state (CEC 2015a).
Electricity
The production of electricity requires the consumption
or conversion of energy resources including natural
gas, coal, water, nuclear, and renewable resources
such as wind, solar, and geothermal. Energy, natural
gas, and renewable energy production, consumption,
research, and conservation within the state of
California are maintained by the California Energy
Commission (CEC). In 2014, approximately 61.3
percent of the state’s total electricity came from
natural gas, 8.6 percent came from nuclear, 7.1
percent
came
from
large
(non-renewable)
hydroelectric power, 0.5 percent came from coal, and
22.5 percent came from renewable sources (Table
3.13-1). Renewable energy sources used to produce
Source: SCE 2007.
SCE provides public utility and energy
electricity include geothermal, small hydroelectric
services to the majority of southern California,
power, wind power, biomass and waste products, and
from the boarder of Nevada to the southwest
coastal counties.
solar energy (CEC 2015a). In 2014, California
consumed approximately 281,916 GWh of electricity
(CEC 2015b). Energy consumption alone is anticipated to increase at a rate of 1.27 percent
annually as the population in California grows over the next few years (CEC 2013).
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Table 3.13-1. Southern California Edison Electricity Mix
2014 SCE Power Mix
(Actual)

2014 CA Power Mix

Eligible Renewable
Biomass & Waste
Geothermal
Small Hydroelectric
Solar
Wind

24%
1%
9%
0%
4%
10%

20%
3%
4%
1%
4%
8%

Coal

0%

6%

Large Hydroelectric

3%

6%

Natural Gas

27%

45%

Nuclear

6%

8%

0%

0%

40%

15%

100%

100%

Energy Resources

Other
Unspecified Sources of Power
Total
1 “Unspecified

1

Sources of Power” means electricity from transactions that are not traceable to specific generation

sources.
Source: CEC 2015a; SCE 2015a.

Southern California Edison (SCE) is the primary local public utility and energy supplier that
services a majority of southern California, including the Project area, via a statewide network of
power plants and transmission lines. SCE has delivered electricity to southern and central
California for more than 125 years as one of the nation’s largest electric utilities, conveying electric
power to approximately 14 million people in a 50,000 square-mile area across 15 counties (Fresno,
Imperial, Inyo, Kern, Kings, Los Angeles, Madera, Mono, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, Santa
Barbara, Tuolumne, Tulare, and Ventura) (SCE 2007, 2015b). SCE produces and purchases
electricity from renewable and nonrenewable sources. Table 3.13-1 identifies SCE and statewide
power mixes for 2014 (CEC 2015a; SCE 2015a). Within the County of Orange (County), total
electricity consumption equaled 20,723 GWh in 2014 (CEC 2016a), or approximately seven percent
of the state annual energy consumption.
Various transmission and distribution lines traverse the City of Fountain Valley (City), serving to
carry electrical power from power plants within and outside the City to electrical substations where
power is converted to voltages suitable for distribution to end-users. The majority of the City’s
electrical transmission lines run underground and follow existing street right-of-way, consistent
with City Municipal Code 21.68.100, Public utilities and utility easements. Within the Project area,
overhead and underground 12 kilovolt (kV) electrical transmission lines are located along the
existing right-of-way of arterial roadways. Interconnection studies of electrical transmission lines
have identified the adequate deliverability of electrical services within and surrounding the Project
area (SCE 2016). Based on consumption factors provided by the CEC in the 2006 California
Commercial End-use Survey, electrical energy demand within the Project area is estimated to be
approximately 36.16 million kilowatt-hours (kWh), or 36.16 GWh per year, contributing to
approximately 0.17 percent of the total County energy consumption, with Office/Industrial land
uses consuming the largest amount (Table 3.13-2).
3.13-2
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Table 3.13-2. Estimated Electricity Consumption in the Project Area
Total Area

Consumption Factor1

Estimated
Electricity

360,894 sf

14.06 kWh/sf/yr

5.07 GWh/yr

Office/Industrial

1,439,997 sf

16.08 kWh/sf/yr

23.15 GWh/yr

Commercial Warehouse

1,177,024 sf

6.74 kWh/sf/yr

7.93 GWh /yr

Residential

--

6,081 kWh/unit/yr

--

Total

--

--

36.16 GWh/yr

Land Use
Retail
2

1Estimated

electricity demand for retail, office/industrial, commercial warehouse, and residential uses were calculated
using statewide average energy consumption factors by land use as documented in the CEC California Commercial
End-use Survey.
2Land use category includes office, industrial, and auto uses.
sf = square feet, kWh = kilowatt hour, yr = year
1 kilowatt = 0.000001 gigawatt
Source: CEC 2006.

Natural Gas
Natural gas is a fossil fuel formed when layers of buried organic matter are exposed to intense
heat and pressure over thousands of years. The energy is stored in the form of hydrocarbons and
can be extracted in the form of natural gas. Natural gas is combusted to generate electricity,
enabling this stored energy to be transformed into usable power or used directly for heating,
cooking, and other use. Natural gas consumed in California is largely extracted from onshore and
offshore sites from the Southwestern U.S. (38 percent), Rocky Mountain States (36 percent),
Canada (16 percent), and within California (10 percent) (CEC 2015c). In 2014, California
consumed approximately 10,208 million Therms 1 (thm) of natural gas (CEC 2016b) and as the
population in California grows over the next few years, consumption of natural gas is anticipated
to steadily increase at a rate of 0.04 to 0.06 percent annually, with potential to decrease due to
expanding natural gas conservation measures (CEC 2013).
Natural gas services are provided to the Project area by Southern California Gas Company
(SoCalGas), which has delivered natural gas throughout southern and central California for more
than 145 years as the nation’s largest natural gas distribution utility. In 2014, the County consumed
a total of 550.2 million thm of natural gas, or approximately 5.3 percent of California’s annual natural
gas consumption (CEC 2016c). SoCalGas natural gas pipelines approach the Project area from
the north and south, to locations outside the Project area approximately 1,000 feet south and 1,250
feet north of the boundary, where the service is then connected into end-use transmission lines.
Within the Project area, natural gas demand is estimated to be approximately 312,554.88 thm per
year, approximately 0.06 percent of the County’s total consumption, with Office/Industrial land uses
consuming the largest amount (Table 3.13-3).

1

Approximately the energy equivalent of burning 100 cubic feet of natural gas; equal to 100,000 British thermal units.
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Table 3.13-3. Estimated Natural Gas Consumption in the Project Area
Land Use

Total Area

Consumption Factor

Estimated
Consumption

360,894 sf

0.05 thm/sf/yr

18,044.7 thm/yr

Office/Industrial2

1,439,997 sf

0.18 thm/sf/yr

259,199.46 thm/yr

Commercial Warehouse

1,177,024 sf

0.03 thm/sf/yr

35,310.72 thm/yr

Residential

--

492.6 thm/unit/yr

--

Total

--

--

312,554.88 thm/yr

Retail

1Estimated

electricity demand for retail, office/industrial, commercial warehouse, and residential uses were calculated
using statewide average energy consumption factors by land use as documented in the CEC California Commercial
End-use Survey.
2Land use category includes office, industrial, and auto uses.
sf = square feet, thm = Therms, yr = year
1 kilowatt = 0.000001 gigawatt
Source: CEC 2006.

Petroleum and Transportation Fuel
Petroleum is a thick, flammable mixture of gaseous, liquid, and solid hydrocarbons that occur
naturally beneath the earth’s surface and can be separated into fractions to be used as raw
materials for a variety of derivative products including gasoline and diesel fuels for use in
automobiles (American Association of Petroleum Geologists [AAPG] 2016). California is currently
the third-largest oil-producing state in the nation (behind Texas and Alaska); in 2014, 205.2 million
barrels of oil (MMBO) were produced in California with an average production of 562,200 barrels
of oil per day (BOPD) (California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, & Geothermal
Resources [DOGGR] 2015).
California’s demand for oil and gas exceeds in-state production. In 2013, California consumed
628.7 MMBO, while 199.6 MMBO were produced in the state that year (DOGGR 2015). Similarly,
California consumed 2,345 billion cubic feet of natural gas and the state produced only 199.2
billion cubic feet (approximately 8 percent of the amount consumed). In 2014, California
consumed approximately 343,588 thousand barrels of motor gasoline for transportation,
approximately 10.5 percent of the total annual consumption of motor gasoline in the U.S. Almost
90 percent of all gasoline consumption in the state of California in 2014 resulted from just lightduty or personal vehicles alone (U.S. Energy Information Administration [USEIA] 2015).
To combat increasing petroleum and motor gasoline consumption, state and federal agencies
have established policies and programs which encourage the development and use of renewable
and alternative fuels and technologies to reduce California’s dependence on petroleum-based
fuels (CEC 2016d). Despite high motor gasoline demand, transportation energy demand forecasts
predict motor gasoline fuel consumption reductions up to 3.7 percent per year over the next
decade due to improving fuel economy and increasing alternative fuel technologies (CEC 2016d).
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Renewable Resources
California has a long history of support for the development and use of renewable energy sources.
California leads the U.S. in geothermal, biomass, solar photovoltaic (PV), and solar thermal
electric generation capacity, and is second in wind and hydropower generation capacity
(American Council on Renewable Energy [ACORE] 2014). In 2014, approximately 22 percent of
all electricity produced in California was produced from renewable resources within California,
including wind, solar, geothermal, biomass, and small hydroelectric facilities; large hydroelectric
plants generated another 6 percent of electricity generated in California (CEC 2015a). However,
the renewable energy sector is changing rapidly due to state mandates to further increase reliance
on renewable energy.
As of October 31, 2015, the in-state operating capacity of renewable resources was 21.7
gigawatts (GW), which includes 3.7 GW of self-generation capacity (CEC 2015b). In addition,
there are 12.93 GW of new renewable capacity proposed that have environmental permits and
are in preconstruction or construction stages. Proposed solar PV projects account for more than
90 percent of the new renewable energy capacity expected to come online from July 2015 through
December 2016 (CEC 2016d). California has the largest market for solar PV projects in the U.S.
In 2013, California was responsible for 57 percent of the nation’s capacity additions, with the
installation of 2.6 GW of grid-connected solar PV (ACORE 2014). The California Solar Initiative
had a goal of installing 3 GW of solar energy systems on homes and businesses by the end of
2016, and California achieved this goal approximately 1.5 years ahead of target (CEC 2016d).
In 2014, SoCal Edison delivered approximately 17,700 GWh of renewable energy to the residents
and businesses of southern and central California. In addition to providing cleaner, renewable
energy, SoCal Edison offers incentives and programs, such as their Rooftop Solar Program, to
southern California businesses and households to encourage the implementation of solar stations
on rooftops. Since the California Solar Initiative began in 2007, SoCal Edison has paid $800 millionplus in rebates to more than 65,000 solar customers.

3.13.2

Regulatory Framework

3.13.2.1

Federal Regulations

Energy Policy Act of 2005
The Energy Policy Act of 2005 seeks to reduce reliance on non-renewable energy resources and
provide incentives to reduce current demand on these resources. For example, under the Act,
consumers and businesses can obtain federal tax credits for purchasing fuel efficient appliances
and products, including buying hybrid vehicles, building energy-efficient buildings, and improving
the energy efficiency of commercial buildings. Additionally, tax credits are available for the
installation of qualified fuel cells, stationary microturbine power plants, and solar power
equipment.
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3.13.2.2

State Policies and Regulations

State of California Integrated Energy Policy
In 2002, the Legislature passed Senate Bill 1389, which required the CEC to develop an
integrated energy plan every two years for electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuels, for the
California Energy Policy Report. The plan calls for the state to assist in the transformation of the
transportation system to improve air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use of
fuel supplies with the least environmental and energy costs. To further this policy, the plan
identifies a number of strategies, including assistance to public agencies and fleet operators in
implementing incentive programs for Zero Emission Vehicles and their infrastructure needs, and
encouragement of urban designs that reduce vehicles miles traveled and accommodate
pedestrian and bicycle access.
The CEC adopted the 2013 Integrated Energy Policy Report on February 20, 2014. The 2013
Integrated Energy Policy Report provides the results of the CEC’s assessment of a variety of
issues, including:
•

Ensuring that the state has sufficient, reliable, and sage energy infrastructure to meet
current and future energy demands;

•

Monitoring publicly-owned utilities’ progress towards achieving 10-year energy efficiency
targets; defining and including zero-net-energy goals in state building standards;

•

Overcoming challenges to increased use of geothermal heat pump/ground loop
technologies and procurement of biomethane;

•

Using demand response to meet California’s energy needs and integrate renewable
technologies;

•

Removing barriers to bioenergy development; planning for California’s electricity
infrastructure needs given potential retirement of power plants and the closure of the San
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station;

•

Estimating new generation costs for utility-scale renewable and fossil-fueled generation;

•

Planning for new or upgraded transmission infrastructure;

•

Monitoring utilities’ progress in implementing past recommendations related to nuclear
power plants;

•

Tracking natural gas market trends;

•

Implementing the Alternative and Renewable Fuel and Vehicle Technology Program; and,
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•

Addressing the vulnerability of California’s energy supply and demand infrastructure to the
effects of climate change; and planning for potential electricity system needs in 2030 (CEC
2014a).

Title 24, Building Energy Efficiency Standards
California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 6 comprises the California Energy Code, which was
first established in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy
consumption. The standards are updated periodically to increase the baseline energy efficiency
requirements. Although it was not originally intended to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,
electricity production by fossil fuels results in GHG emissions and energy efficient buildings require
less electricity. Therefore, increased energy efficiency results in decreased GHG emissions.
California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen)
The California Building Standards Commission adopted the California Green Buildings Standards
Code (CALGreen) (Part 11 of the Title 24 Building Standards Code) for all new construction
statewide on July 17, 2008. Originally a volunteer measure, the code became mandatory in 2010.
The code sets targets for energy efficiency, water consumption, dual plumbing systems for
potable and recyclable water, diversion of construction waste from landfills, and use of
environmentally sensitive materials in construction and design, including eco-friendly flooring,
carpeting, paint, coatings, thermal insulation, and acoustical wall and ceiling panels.

3.13.2.3

Local Policies and Regulations

Fountain Valley General Plan Conservation Element
The Conservation Element includes goals and policies that address the issues of conserving
energy resources.
Goal 5.5 Energy conservation
Policy 5.5.1 Facilitate the conservation of scarce energy resources.
Policy 5.5.2 The City will encourage the use of alternate energy sources, including
passive solar, in industrial, commercial, and residential development.
Fountain Valley Municipal Code (FVMC)
Buildings Codes and Regulations (Title 18)
This title provides regulations for plumbing, electrical, and energy for existing and proposed
developments. Title 18 of the FVMC includes City adopted codes such as the California Electrical
Code, the California Energy Code, the Uniform Solar Energy Code, and the California Green
Building Standards Code.

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

3.13-7

3.13 Energy Conservation

Public Utilities and Utility Easements (21.68.10)
This section provides direction for the provision of connections to public utilities, including
electricity and gas, as installed as part of subdivision improvements. When undergrounding is
required, all existing and proposed utility distribution facilities (including electric,
telecommunications and cable television lines) installed in and for the purpose of supplying
service to any subdivision should be installed underground. Equipment belonging to underground
facilities, including surface mounted transformers, pedestal mounted terminal boxes and meter
cabinets and concealed ducts, would also be underground unless otherwise approved by the
review authority based on the recommendations of the City engineer. Additional guidance on the
location of installations, the minimum width of easements for public or private utilities, conditional
approval of overhead lines, and the timing of utility installation is also included.

3.13.3

Impact Assessment and Methodology

3.13.3.1

Thresholds for Determining Significance

The significance criteria for this analysis are based on the guidance provided in Appendix F of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. For the purpose of this Environmental
Impact Report (EIR), implementation of the proposed Project would result in a significant impact
associated with energy conservation if it would:
•

Use large amounts of fuel or energy in an unnecessary, wasteful, or inefficient manner;

•

Constrain local or regional energy supplies, affect peak and base periods of electrical
demand, require or result in the construction of new electrical generation and/or
transmission facilities, or necessitate the expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects; or

•

Conflict with existing energy standards, including standards for energy conservation.

3.13.3.2

Methodology

The energy conservation analysis qualitatively assesses potential impacts of the proposed Project
related to the consumption of electricity and natural gas, as well as construction- and operationrelated diesel and gasoline consumption from both construction equipment and transportation.

3.13.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact EC-1 Description
EC-1

3.13-8

The proposed Project would increase energy demand, but would not result in
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. Implementation of
standard regulations, as well as conformance with the City adopted 2013
California Energy Code, California Green Building Standards Code, and policies
of the City General Plan would reduce potential impacts (Less than Significant).
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The proposed Project would increase the demand for electricity and natural gas within the Project
area due to an increase in approximately 258,011 square feet (sf) of warehouse commercial,
niche retail, and office uses, and an additional 491 residential units. The estimated potential
increased electricity demand in the Project area is 10.9 GWh per year (see Table 3.13-4), while
the estimated potential increase in natural gas demand in the Project area is 333,871.9 thm per
year (see Table 3.13-5).
Table 3.13-4. Additional Electricity Demand under Proposed Buildout
Consumption Factor1

Projected Change
in Land Use

Estimated
Electricity

Retail

14.06 kWh/sf/yr

118,808 sf

1.67 GWh/yr

Warehouse Commercial

6.74 kWh/sf/yr

-340,030 sf

-2.29 GWh/yr

Office/Industrial2

16.08 kWh/sf/yr

534,810 sf

8.59 GWh/yr

6,081 kWh/unit/yr

491 units

2.98 GWh/yr

--

--

10.9 GWh/yr

Land Use

Residential
Total

sf= square feet; yr = year; kWh = kilowatt hour; GWh = gigawatt hour
1 kilowatt hour = 0.000001 gigawatt hour
1 Estimated electricity demand for retail, office, and residential uses were calculated using statewide average energy
consumption factors by land use as documented in the California Energy Commission’s (CEC) California Commercial
End-use Survey.
2 Land use category includes office, industrial, and auto uses.
Source: CEC 2006.

Table 3.13-5. Additional Natural Gas Demand under Proposed Buildout
Consumption Factor1

Projected Change
in Land Use

Estimated
Electricity

Retail

0.05 thm/sf/yr

118,808 sf

5,940.4 thm/yr

Warehouse Commercial

0.03 thm/sf/yr

-340,030 sf

-10,200.9 thm/yr

Office/Industrial2

0.18 thm/sf/yr

534,810 sf

96,265.8 thm/yr

492.6 thm/unit/yr

491 units

241,866.6 thm/yr

--

--

333,871.9 thm/yr

Land Use

Residential
Total

sf= square feet; yr = year; thm = Therms
1 Estimated electricity demand for retail, office, and residential uses were calculated using statewide average energy
consumption factors by land use as documented in the California Energy Commission’s (CEC) California Commercial
End-use Survey.
2 Land use category includes office, industrial, and auto uses.
Source: CEC 2006.

It should be noted that the estimated energy demand is highly conservative as the demand factors
do not account for the most current energy efficiency standards of the Title 24 of the California
Code of Regulations (CALGreen). Implementation of the proposed Project would require
development within the Project area to comply with applicable federal, state, and local rules and
regulations governing the use and conservation of California’s energy resources. Development
under the proposed Project would be required to comply with the regulations of the 2013 California
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Energy Code, which was adopted by the City as the Energy Code under Chapter 18.22 of the
FVMC, as well as the City adopted California Green Building Standards Code. In addition, the
proposed Project encourages new development to implement energy efficient designs and
technologies presented by the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green
Building Rating System, the National Association of Homebuilders Model Green Home Building
Guidelines, and other future green building ordinances or guidelines as they become available.
Therefore, new development of the Project area under the proposed Project would be consistent
with adopted codes and regulations, and would not contribute to the wasteful or inefficient
consumption of energy resources.
Furthermore, the proposed Project would guide redevelopment of the Project area, and reduce
consumption of non-renewable petroleum and transportation fuels by increasing public transit,
pedestrian mobility, and alternative modes of transportation. In addition, In addition, the
designation of specialized subdistricts in the FVCSP would orient development and place housing
within close proximity to employment and commercial areas of the City. The goals of these
subdistricts are to provide a compatible mix of workplace, commercial, and residential uses,
established an improved transition from the Project area to existing neighborhoods, balance
drivable and walkable access, and promote uses that cater to the needs of the workplace and
nearby neighborhoods. Improved pedestrian access to and from, as well as throughout the Project
area would reduce individual’s consumption of petroleum and transportation fuels.
While the Project would result in an increase in electricity and natural gas consumption, the
Project would guide redevelopment of the Project area in a manner consistent with federal, state,
and locally established goals, policies, and regulation governing energy conservation and
fostering sustainable development, the proposed Project is not expected to result in the
substantially wasteful or inefficient use of California’s energy resources. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed Project is considered to have a less than significant impact on
the consumption and use of energy resources.
Mitigation Measure
No mitigation required.
Impact EC-2 Description
EC-2

Implementation of the proposed Project would not constrain local or regional
energy supplies, necessitating the construction of new or expansion of existing
electrical generation or transmission facilities (Less than Significant).

As previously discussed, the Project area is largely developed and currently contributes to
approximately 36.16 GWh per year of energy demand over a developed area of 3,089,758 sf,
approximately 0.17 percent of the County’s total energy demand. Under implementation of the
proposed Project, redevelopment of the Project area would result in a net increase of
approximately 258,011 sf of warehouse commercial, niche retail, and office uses, and an
additional 491 residential units, contributing a net increase in energy demand within the Project
3.13-10
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area. Despite an increase in development by approximately 8.6 percent, SCE readily anticipates
growth throughout its service area, and provides reliable electricity services based on end-use
consumption. As previously mentioned, full buildout of the proposed Project would result in a net
increase in electricity demand of approximately 10.9 GWh per year (see Table 3.13-4). This
increase in energy demand would result in an incremental increase in County energy demand for
SCE services by approximately 0.0005 percent. Therefore, implementation of the proposed
Project would negligibly affect local or regional energy supplies, and impacts are considered less
than significant.
Mitigation Measure
No mitigation required.
Impact EC-3 Description
EC-3

Implementation of the proposed Project would require new development within
the Project area to comply with federal, state, or local regulations governing the
use and conservation of energy resources (Beneficial).

Currently, the Project area is largely developed for industrial and commercial use. These
developments likely consists of older developments which pre-date adopted regulations that
govern the implementation of energy efficient and sustainable building design requirements.
Under the proposed Project, individual development would be required to comply with Cityadopted codes and regulations governing energy efficient design and sustainable development.
In addition, the FVCSP strongly encourages new development to implement “green technologies”
to increase energy efficiency and conservation, and reduce wasteful use of energy resources.
Therefore, it is anticipated that much of the redevelopment which would take place under
implementation of the proposed Project would increase energy efficiency and conservation
throughout the Project area.
Mitigation Measure
No mitigation required.

3.13.4.1

Residual Impacts

No significant impacts to energy resources and energy conservation requiring mitigation are
anticipated as a result of implementation of the proposed Project. Therefore, impacts resulting
from implementation of the proposed Project are considered less than significant.

3.13.4.2

Cumulative Impacts

Potential future development under the proposed Project would incrementally contribute to the
need for regional energy production and distribution facilities. As discussed above, these facilities
are operated and maintained by private utility companies that plan for anticipated growth. Electric
and natural gas services are provided upon demand from consumers and expanded as needed
to meet demand, consistent with applicable local, state, and federal regulations. Additionally, all
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new buildings must be designed to conform to the California Green Building Standards Code and
the 2013 California Energy Code adopted by the City under Title 12 of the FVMC. Furthermore,
the City is pursuing energy conservation through policies and standards that encourage the use
of renewable energy technologies (solar, solid waste conversion, etc.). Therefore, impacts are
considered less than significant.
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3.14

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Tribal cultural resources are defined in Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21074.1 as sites,
features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a tribe.
This analysis briefly describes the existing tribal setting of the Project area and the surrounding
vicinity and discusses known tribal cultural resources within the Project area and surrounding
vicinity. Additionally, this section analyzes the potential effects of the proposed Fountain Valley
Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP) Project (Project) on cultural resources based on criteria of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Some data for this section were obtained from the
City of Fountain Valley General Plan Conservation Element (1995), and the I-405 Improvement
Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/ Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

3.14.1

Environmental Setting

The City of Fountain Valley (City) is in the Santa Ana Valley-Capistrano Valley Province, which
is a lowland strip separating the coastal hills from the Santa Ana Mountains. This province
dominates the inner portion of Orange County and includes the flood plain in the Santa Ana
River in the northern segment near the City.
The moderate climate, fertile soils, and abundant natural resources made the southern
California, including Orange County and the Fountain Valley area, ideal for human habitation,
which may have begun in the areas as much as 11,000 years ago. During the late prehistoric
period, the Gabrieleño and the Juaneño groups occupied Orange County. The Gabrieleño
inhabited a large area of the Los Angeles Basin including the watersheds of Los Angeles, San
Gabriel, and Santa Ana Rivers, several streams in the Santa Monica and Santa Ana Mountains,
the coast from Aliso Creek to Topanga Creek and the islands of San Clemente, San Nicholas,
and Santa Catalina. The Juaneño territory extended from Northern San Diego County to the
San Joaquin Hills along Orange County’s central coast, and inland from the Pacific Ocean into
the Santa Ana Mountains. Both groups lived in residential villages along the County’s rivers and
traveled to seasonal camps for hunting, fishing, shellfish collecting, and hard seed processing.
Initial Spanish settlement in the Orange County region came in the late 1500s, and the Mission
San Juan Capistrano was established in Orange County in 1775. Prior to Spanish migration the
native population had been decimated by diseases, likely spread via coastal stopovers by early
Spanish maritime explorers (Tac 1930). Additionally, multiple epidemics took a great toll on
Native American populations between approximately 1800 and the early 1860s (Porretta 1983),
along with the cultural and political upheavals that came with European, Mexican, and American
settlement (Goldberg 2001). The mission period was followed by the Mexican period as
colonists moved into California and occupied land granted to them by the Mexican government.
By the end of the Mexican period and as California moved towards statehood in 1850, the
populations of Native Americans in California as a whole declined.
From the 1880s to the early 1900s, the Fountain Valley area was inundated by large areas of
wetlands. Early settlers constructed drainage canals to drain the land and make it usable for
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agriculture and other development. Agriculture dominated the area in the early 1900s. The City
was incorporated in 1957. The large population growth that the City experienced in the 1960s
took place within the framework of a Master Plan adopted before any developments had begun.
The Project area was developed primarily in the 1970s with a range of public and private
structures and industrial areas.
No known archeological resources are within the boundaries of the Project area. However, the
Project area has some potential for undiscovered Native American archaeological resources, as
well as other known regional resources to occur. There are four recorded archaeological sites
within the vicinity of the Project area. The potential for such subsurface resources, which may
not have been evaluated during original development of the Project area, may exist.

3.14.2

Regulatory Framework

3.14.2.1

State Regulations

Assembly Bill 52
Assembly Bill (AB) 52 amends PRC Section 5097.94 (CEQA) and adds eight new sections to
the PRC relating to Native Americans. It was passed and signed into law in 2014 and took effect
on July 1, 2015. This law establishes a new category of resource called tribal cultural resources
(PRC Section 21074) and establishes a process for consulting with Native American tribes and
groups regarding those resources. The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA
document can be certified. Native American tribes to be included in the process are identified
through consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission (PRC Section 21080.3.1).
Tribal cultural resources are “[s]ites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and
objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe…” (PRC Section 21074.1). A
tribal cultural resource can be on, or eligible for, the California Register of Historical Resources
(CRHR) as described above for historical resources, or must be included in a local register of
historical resources. Also, the lead agency can determine that a tribal cultural resource is
significant even if it has not been evaluated as eligible for the CRHR or is not on a local register.
AB 52 establishes that “A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further states that the lead agency shall establish
measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant characteristics of a tribal cultural
resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3).
Senate Bill 18
Passed in 2004, Senate Bill (SB) 18 requires cities and counties to consult with Native American
tribes to help protect traditional tribal cultural places through the land use planning process.
Unlike AB 52, SB 18 is not an amendment to, or otherwise associated with, CEQA. Instead, SB
18 requires cities and counties to consult with Native American tribes early during broad land
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use planning efforts on both public and private lands, prior to site- and project-specific land use
decisions. The bill applies to general plan adoption or amendments and to specific plan
adoption or amendments.
A Native American tribe is defined as “a federally recognized California Native American tribe or
a non-federally recognized California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained
by the Native American Heritage Commission” (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
2005:6). Traditional tribal cultural places are defined in PRC §5097.9 and §5097.993 to include
sanctified cemeteries, places of worship, religious or ceremonial sites, or sacred shrines, or any
historic, cultural, or sacred site that is listed on or eligible for the California Register of Historic
Resources including any historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds, or archaeological site
(Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 2005:4)
Under SB 18, cities and counties must notify the appropriate Native American tribe(s) of
intended adoption or amendments to general plans or specific plans, and offer the opportunity
for the tribe(s) to consult regarding traditional tribal cultural places within the proposed plan
area. Consultation is intended to encourage preservation and protection of traditional tribal
cultural places by developing treatment and management plans that might include incorporating
the cultural places into designated open spaces (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
2005:15).
Codes Governing Human Remains
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 also assigns special importance to human remains and
specifies procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered. The disposition
of human remains is governed by the California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and the
PRC Sections 5097.94 and 5097.98, and falls within the jurisdiction of the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC). If human remains are discovered, the County Coroner must be
notified within 48 hours and there should be no further disturbance to the site where the
remains were found. If the remains are determined by the coroner to be Native American,
the coroner is responsible for contacting the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC, pursuant
to Section 5097.98, will immediately notify those persons it believes to be most likely
descended from the deceased Native Americans so they can inspect the burial site and make
recommendations for treatment or disposal.

3.14.3

Impact Assessment and Methodology

3.14.3.1

Thresholds for Determining Significance

The following thresholds of significance for Tribal Cultural resources are based on Appendix G
of the 2017 CEQA Guidelines. For the purposes of the EIR, the proposed Project would have a
significant adverse impact on a tribal cultural resource if:
a) The project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and
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scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe, and that is:
i.

Listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or in a local register of historical resources
as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k); or

ii.

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

CEQA provides recommendations for mitigating impacts to tribal cultural resources in Section
21080.4.3 of the PRC. According to these guidelines, public agencies shall, when feasible,
avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource. If the lead agency determines that a
project may cause a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource, and measures are
not otherwise identified in the consultation process provided in PRC Section 21080.3.2, the
following examples of mitigation measures that, if feasible, may be considered to avoid or
minimize the significant adverse impacts:
1) Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
a) Planning and construction to avoid the resource and protect the cultural and natural
context; and
b) Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with
culturally appropriate protection and management criteria.
2) Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity taking into account the tribal
cultural values and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
a) Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource;
b) Protecting the traditional use of the resource; and
c) Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
3) Permanent conservation easements of other interests in real property, with culturally
appropriate management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources
or places.
4) Protecting the resource.
3.14.3.2

Native American Outreach and Tribal Cultural Resources

Pursuant to the requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 18, the City contacted the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento on October 7, 2015, to request a list of Native
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American individuals and organizations to be contacted to collect information and/or hear
concerns regarding cultural resources issues related to the proposed Project. The NAHC
responded to the City’s request on October 14, 2015, and on October 19, 2015, the City
submitted invitations for tribal consultation to the five tribes listed by NAHC.
Additionally, in compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section
21080.3.1), the City offered an opportunity to consult with the City on the potential effects of the
proposed Project on tribal cultural resources to three tribes that had requested notification by
the City on all CEQA projects (one of whom had also received an invitation to consult pursuant
to SB 18): the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation, the Soboba Band of Luiseno
Indians, and the Juaneño Band of Mission Indians Acjachemen Nation. This was done via
letters sent on October 8, 2015 (see Appendix F). Under AB 52, the tribes had 30 days from
receipt of the City’s October 8, 2015 letter to request consultation.
Of the seven unique groups and/or individuals contacted under SB 18 and AB 52 (including one
tribe that was included on both AB 52 and SB 18 notification lists), only one response was
received. Mr. Andrew Salas of Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation responded via
email on October 25, 2015 (see Appendix F). Mr. Salas did not request consultation with the
City, or identify any tribal cultural resources in the Project area, but did request that a tribal
monitor from the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation be present during ground
disturbing construction work.
In addition to Native American consultation, the City submitted a request for review of the
NAHC’s Sacred Lands Inventory File on November 12, 2015 (see Appendix F). NAHC
responded to the City’s request on December 8, 2015, and identified four recorded
archaeological sites within the USGS Quadrangle in which the Project is located. Review of
these sites was conducted and concluded that all known sites are located outside the Fountain
Valley city limits and, thus, also outside of the Project area.
On January 6, 2017, the City mailed the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR for the Project to
the tribes. The only tribe to submit comments on the Draft EIR was, again, Mr. Salas of the
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation on February 9, 2017. Mr. Salas again
requested the presence of a tribal monitor during construction. Mr. Salas’ February 9, 2017
comments did not request consultation with the City, or identify any tribal cultural resources in
the Project area.

3.14.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact TRC-1 Description
TCR-1

Implementation of the proposed Project has the limited potential to result in the
disturbance of tribal cultural resources; however, with implementation of
mitigation requiring the presence of a Native American Monitor, impacts to
potentially undiscovered tribal cultural resources would be less than significant
with mitigation.
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As described in Section 3.14.3.2, Native American Outreach and Tribal Cultural Resources,
according to the results of the NAHC’s Sacred Lands Inventory File request and outreach with
Native American representatives, there have been no previously identified tribal cultural
resources within the boundaries of the FVCSP area or in the immediate Project vicinity.
Additionally, given the developed nature of the site and that development activities associated
with the Project would occur in previously disturbed areas, it is unlikely that tribal cultural
resources would be encountered within the Project area. Additionally, none of the Native
American tribes contacted through the SB 18 and AB 52 processes described above identified
any tribal cultural resources in the Project area. However, the Project vicinity was a favorable
environment for Native American settlement. The Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh
Nation noted in a response to the City’s consultation process that the area is considered
sensitive. Therefore, it is possible that the Project area contains buried tribal cultural resources,
which could be preserved beneath the existing buildings and paved surfaces. Effects on tribal
cultural resources are highly dependent on the individual project site conditions and the
characteristics of future projects that may be proposed with the FVCSP. If such resources were
discovered, any activity that would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource would be a significant impact. However, with the implementation of MM
TCR-1a, -1b, and -1c, impacts to tribal cultural resources to less than significant.
Mitigation Measure
MM TRC-1a Pre-Construction Training: For individual discretionary development projects,
pre-construction training for construction personnel shall be conducted prior to commencement
of any grading or other development activities. A qualified archaeologist, meeting the Secretary
of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology (2008) and approved by
the City, shall conduct tribal cultural resources identification and protocol training prior to site
disturbance activities. Construction personnel shall be informed of the types of archaeological or
tribal cultural resources that may be encountered, and of the proper protocols for agency
notification. Construction personnel shall attend the training and shall retain documentation
demonstrating attendance.
MM TRC-1b Inadvertent Discovery: In the event of any inadvertent discovery of
archaeological or tribal cultural resources during construction, ground-disturbing activities shall
be suspended until an evaluation is performed. The project applicant shall retain a qualified
registered professional archaeologist (RPA) and a qualified Native American Monitor selected
by the City. The City’s selection of a Native American Monitor will be based on cultural affiliation
with the project area, which may include consultation with the NAHC. In the event of discovery,
construction personnel shall notify the City, the RPA, and Native American Monitor. The RPA
and Native American Monitor shall evaluate the significance of the discovery pursuant to the
Treatment Plan procedures outlined in MM TCR-1c, below. Work shall not resume until
authorization is received from the City. If human remains are found, in compliance with
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, all ground disturbances must cease and the
County Coroner must be contacted to determine the nature of the remains. In the event the
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remains are determined to be Native American in origin by the Coroner, the Coroner is required
to contact the NAHC within 24 hours to relinquish jurisdiction.
MM TCR-1c Archaeological Data Recovery: If cultural resources are encountered during
development activities, the City shall implement a Cultural Resources Treatment Plan to
address resource identification, significance evaluation, and any necessary mitigation. The
Treatment Plan shall be prepared by a City-approved RPA and a City-approved Native
American Monitor, and at a minimum shall include:
•

A review of historic maps, photographs, and other pertinent documents to predict the
locations of former buildings, structures, and other historical features and sensitive
locations within and adjacent to the specific development area;

•

A context for evaluating resources that may be encountered during construction;

•

A research design outlining important prehistoric and historic-period themes and
research questions relevant to the known or anticipated sites in the study area;

•

Specific and well-defined criteria for evaluating the significance of discovered remains;
and

•

Data requirements and the appropriate field and laboratory methods and procedures to
be used to treat the effects of the project on significant resources.

The City, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, may also determine that a
resource is significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1.
If the RPA determines that the find may qualify for listing in the California Register, the site shall
be avoided or the resource preserved in place, or if avoidance or preservation in place is not
determined feasible, a data recovery plan shall be developed. The preferred mitigation shall be
to avoid the resource or preserve in place. Any required testing or data recovery shall be
directed by a qualified RPA and Native American Monitor prior to construction being resumed in
the affected area. The Treatment Plan shall also include submission of a final technical report,
funded by the developer and approved by the City.
Residual Impact
While the potential to encounter undiscovered tribal cultural resources within the Project area
remains low, implementation of MM TCR-1a, -1b, and -1c would ensure that in the unlikely
event Native American artifacts or human remains are encountered, construction would halt and
an onsite Native American Monitor would be consulted, and a Treatment Plan would be
developed with input from the Native American Monitor. The methodology used for resource
analysis and documentation could vary depending on the findings for cultural significance;
however, necessary mitigation to reduce impacts to a less than significant level should first
evaluate the feasibility of resource avoidance (e.g., development redesign). Impacts associated
with tribal cultural resources would subsequently be reduced to a less than significant level.
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3.14.4.1

Cumulative Impacts

A cumulative impact to tribal cultural resources would result if the impacts associated with the
proposed Project, when combined with other past, present, and future projects, would
cumulatively increase the potential for tribal cultural resources to be altered or damaged. The
potential to create adverse cumulative impacts to such resources depends on the nature of each
project, including its specific site and surroundings.
As indicated in the results of the Sacred Lands Inventory File request, the Project vicinity has the
potential for buried tribal cultural resources. Development of the proposed Project may result in
excavation or grading that could potentially affect archaeological resources or human remains,
which would contribute to a collective loss of these tribal cultural resources. However, with the
implementation of MM TCR-1a, -1b, and -1c, the Project’s contribution to cumulatively
considerable impacts to tribal cultural resources would be mitigated. Further, compliance with
existing regulations prescribed in California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, CEQA
Section 15064.5, and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, would effectively mitigate adverse
impacts to human remains. Therefore, the proposed Project would not have a substantial
contribution to cumulatively significant impacts to tribal cultural resources.

3.14-8
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4.0

OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

This section presents the evaluation of additional environmental impacts analyses required by
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that are not covered within the other sections
of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 requires that all
aspects of a project must be considered when evaluating its impact on the environment,
including planning, acquisition, development, and operation. In addition to the analysis provided
in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures, this EIR must identify
impacts including: significant unavoidable environmental effects, irreversible environmental
changes, growth- inducing impacts (including removal of obstacles to growth), and resource
areas that are found not to be significant in relation to implementation of the Fountain Valley
Crossings Specific Plan (Project).
Revisions provided in this section of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR include revisions to the
text to address public comments received on the Draft and pre-recirculation Final EIR, including
those related to the San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis) and Coastal
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), as well as modifications based on
preparation and circulation of a new Section 3.14, Tribal Cultural Resources.

4.1

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2(c) requires a discussion of “significant irreversible
environmental changes which would be caused by the Project should it be implemented. Uses
of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the Project may be
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter
unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvements
that provide access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to
similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with
the Project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such
current consumption is justified.”
Analysis of environmental impacts of the proposed Project considers effects on the environment
that may result from future land use changes anticipated under the proposed Project, through
2035. Construction and operation of new land use activities in the Project area would entail the
commitment of non-renewable energy resources, human resources, and natural resources,
such as lumber and other forest products, sand and gravel, asphalt, steel, copper, lead, other
metals, and water resources, most of which are non-renewable or locally limited natural
resources. Resources that would be permanently and continually consumed during the life of
the Project include water, electricity, natural gas, and fossil fuels, as well as landfill space. In
addition, as discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, use of each of these forms of non-renewable
energy would contribute to the generation of greenhouse gases (GHGs) with an incremental
contribution to global climate change. However, compliance with all applicable building codes,
as well as General Plan and proposed Project policies, standard conservation features, and
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current City programs would ensure that natural resources are conserved to the maximum
extent feasible. Therefore, the amount and rate of consumption of these resources would not be
inefficient or wasteful, and would not result in significant impacts to such resources. Additionally,
it is possible that new technologies or systems will emerge in the future, or will become more
cost-effective or user-friendly, to further reduce the reliance on nonrenewable natural resources.
While future construction activities and operational activities anticipated to occur under the
proposed Project would result in the irretrievable commitment of nonrenewable energy
resources (primarily in the form of fossil fuels, including fuel oil, natural gas, and gasoline for
automobiles and construction equipment, as well as commitment of limited landfill space),
consumption of such resources is associated with any development in the region, and are not
unique or unusual to this Project.
Implementation of the Project would not be expected to result in environmental accidents that
have the potential to cause irreversible damage to the natural or human environment. While
land use changes anticipated to occur under the Project would result in the limited use,
transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials, all activities would comply with
applicable state and federal laws related to hazardous materials transport, use, and storage,
which would significantly reduce the likelihood and severity of accidents that could result in
irreversible environmental damage (see Section 3.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials).

4.2

GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

As required by the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.2[d]), this EIR must include a discussion of
the ways in which the proposed Project could induce physical, economic, or population growth.
A project may be growth inducing if it directly proposes the construction of additional housing or
if it indirectly fosters economic or population growth by removing obstacles to population growth.
Increases in population growth may increase the demand for community service facilities,
requiring the construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects.
Additionally, a project may encourage or facilitate other activities that could cause significant
environmental effects. In accordance with CEQA, this growth is not to be considered necessarily
detrimental, beneficial, or of significant consequence.
In general, a project may foster physical, economic, or population growth in a geographic area if
it meets any one of the criteria identified below:

4-2

•

The project proposes the construction of new housing.

•

The project results in the urbanization of land in a remote location (leapfrog
development).

•

The project removes an impediment to growth (e.g., the provision of new roads to a
remote area that would otherwise be unreachable).
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•

The project establishes a precedent-setting action that could encourage and facilitate
other activities that could significantly affect the environment (e.g., a change in zoning or
general plan amendment approval for conversion of undeveloped land).

•

Significant economic expansion or growth occurs in an area in response to the project
(e.g., establishment of employment centers, etc.).

If a project meets any one of these criteria, it may be considered growth inducing. Generally,
growth-inducing projects are either located in isolated, undeveloped, or underdeveloped areas,
necessitating the extension of major infrastructure, such as sewer and water facilities or
roadways, or encourage premature or unplanned growth. The following discussion addresses
the applicable criteria. The Project is located within a highly urbanized region; therefore, the
criteria involving remote locations is not included in the discussion below.

4.2.1

Population and Housing Growth

Growth projections for the County of Orange are based on trends in the economy, in- and outmigration, births, and employment. Growth in the City of Fountain Valley (City) is based on
those same factors in partnership with the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG), Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG). Planning documents such as the
proposed Project, General Plan, Housing Element, SCAG’s 2016-2040 Regional Transportation
Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS), Towards a Sustainable Future,
which includes SCAG’s most recent regional Integrated Growth Forecast (Growth Forecast)
based on the 2010 U.S. Census, and the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan.
(SCAG 2016; City of Fountain Valley 2014, U.S. Census Bureau 2010).
Section 3.9 of this EIR, Population and Housing, provides a summary of population and housing
growth projected to occur under the Project through 2035. As discussed in Section 3.9,
Population and Housing, the Project would construct approximately 491 housing units, which
would result in an estimated residential population growth of 1,444 persons, based on the
average household size of 2.95. However, construction of the 491 housing units would alleviate
the City’s increased housing demand. The Project would manage and guide where anticipated
growth may occur. Furthermore, the Project would provide policies to manage the design of
industrial and commercial buildings, as well as transportation and infrastructure improvements
and would incorporate smart-growth concepts and green technology. Potential impacts
associated with population, housing, and economic growth anticipated to occur under the
Project have been fully addressed and analyzed in Chapter 3.0 of this EIR.

4.2.2

Removal of Obstacles to Population Growth

The Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan (Project) would be implemented within a 162-acre
Project area, an established urbanized area with an existing infrastructure system (e.g., roads,
water distribution, wastewater and drainage collection, and energy distribution). The Project’s
proposed upgrades and infrastructure improvements would serve anticipated land use changes
in the Project area, and would not induce substantial new growth.
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The Project area has an established transportation network that offers local and regional access
in and around the area. The Project proposes network improvements to create a complete and
coordinated multi-modal transportation system, including enhanced sidewalk connections and
new transportation network connections, such as the expansion of bicycle and pedestrian routes
and bus service to the Project area (see Section 3.11, Transportation and Circulation). These
network improvements are intended to fill gaps in the existing network and would not extend
beyond the Project area into undeveloped and remote areas (e.g., Greenfield sites). Therefore,
transportation improvements outlined in the Project would not remove any major barriers to
growth.
Modification and/or replacement of existing utilities infrastructure (e.g., water and sewer mains)
may be required to support land use changes that would result from implementation of the
proposed Project (see Section 3.11, Utilities and Service Systems). These infrastructure
upgrades would primarily serve new land uses or densities projected to occur under the Project,
and are not anticipated to spur development outside of the Project area. It is anticipated that any
necessary upgrading/upsizing of existing energy utilities would be sized only to support
anticipated growth in the Project area and would not remove a major physical limitation or
obstacle to population growth. As a result, infrastructure improvements would occur in a manner
that adequately meet the needs of future local residents and employees and would not induce
population/housing growth in undeveloped and remote areas.

4.2.3

Precedent-Setting Policies

The Project will require amendments to Title 21, the City of Fountain Valley Zoning Code,
(Zoning) of the Fountain Valley Municipal Code (FVMC), which are necessary to implement the
vision, goals, and policies for the Project area. These amendments are not considered
precedent-setting actions that would have the potential to induce growth in an undeveloped
area. Rather, the Project is fully aligned with state and local goals, policies, and actions that
state that growth should occur in a sustainable manner, including Senate Bill (SB) 375, SB 743,
SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS, and the Fountain Valley General Plan. The Project emphasizes land
use changes and improvements to transportation networks that would reduce vehicle miles
traveled and associated GHG emissions, air pollution, and traffic congestion. This approach of
integrating land use and transportation would also reduce pressure for more growth in portions
of the region that are located further from the urban core. Additionally, the proposed Project
would provide a transitional change of use between the existing, surrounding residential
neighborhoods and the Plan area by incorporating height limits, landscape buffers, and land use
transitions to help preserve neighborhood character. Given the consistency of the Project’s
policies with the Fountain Valley General Plan and SCAG’s vision and policies to emphasize
sustainable growth, the plan would not result in precedent-setting actions that would induce
growth in an undeveloped area.

4.2.4

Significant Economic Expansion

As described in Section 3.0, Population and Housing, the Project would result in the addition of
approximately 258,011 sf of transit-oriented light industrial, office, retail, and warehouse
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commercial uses which would contribute to employment growth in the Project Area. The City
currently supports approximately 28,869 jobs. Projected employment growth for the Project is
approximately 2,063 jobs. When combined with the existing 28,869 jobs in the City, the Project
would result in a total of 30,932 jobs City-wide. Such employment growth would be consistent
with the Project’s goals to create a sustainable economy through development of a broad mix of
retail, entertainment, office, and light industrial uses in the Project area. In terms of regional
population growth, cumulative growth in population, housing, and employment, the Project
represents a small portion of the growth anticipated in Orange County by the year 2040.
Projected population, housing, and employment growth under the Project through 2035 would
be in proportion to rates of growth projected within the City for 2040 by the SCAG RTP/SCS.

4.3

EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 states that the EIR shall contain a statement briefly indicating
the reasons that various potentially significant effects of a project were determined not to be
significant and were therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR. After standard regulatory
conditions and/or mitigation measures are applied, several resource areas were found to be
below a level of significance, as identified in the Initial Study Checklist (Appendix B). Some of
these issues have been reassessed in this EIR, and further analysis resulted in mitigation
measures provided as appropriate. Results of the environmental analyses are either presented
in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures, or discussed below.

4.3.1

Agricultural and Forestry Resources

The City of Fountain Valley is generally developed and the entire Project area can be described
as urban and/or built out land. There are no designated or viable agricultural lands within the
fully developed Project area; therefore, no impacts to farmland or agricultural soils would occur.
Additionally, given the ongoing urban uses (including manufacturing, industrial, professional
offices, and commercial uses) no loss of agricultural or forest land would occur with
implementation of the Project. Therefore, the Project is expected to have no impact on
agricultural and forestry resources.

4.3.2

Biological Resources

There are no native habitats, open space areas, or sensitive biological resources within the
Project area. The Project area is fully urbanized and does not contain potential natural habitats
for any species identified as sensitive or of special status. Similarly, the Project area does not
include any riparian habitat or wetlands, however, potential impacts to water quality and
resulting impacts to biological species of the nearby Santa Ana River and cumulatively to
coastal waters of the Pacific Ocean would be addressed with compliance to existing federal,
state, and local water quality regulations. As discussed in Section 3.6, Hydrology and Water
Quality, runoff from the Project site has the potential to be conveyed via the Santa Ana River or
Fountain Valley Channel to the downstream Santa Ana River Salt Marsh. This wetland is
designated as critical habitat for the federally threatened Coastal California gnatcatcher
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(Polioptila californica californica) and the federally endangered San Diego fairy shrimp
(Branchinecta sandiegonensis). Although surface flows from future land uses would be
conveyed to the same treatment facilities and storm drains as under existing conditions, the
Project would not have a significant impact on habitat for these species. With regard to water
quality or surface runoff, the Project and all individual projects would be subject to compliance
with existing policies and regulations, including the FVMC, requirements for preparation of
pollutant discharge permits, and management of stormwater runoff consistent with the Orange
County Municipal National Pollutant Elimination Discharge System (NPDES) Stormwater
Permit. These policies, regulations, and adopted stormwater permits are implemented and
designed to ensure development does not result in adverse impacts to water quality, biological
habitats, and other beneficial uses of downstream waters. Additionally, Fountain Valley
Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP) development standards are proposed to require best
management practices (i.e., increased permeable surfaces), which would lessen the extent of
impermeable surfaces used in existing development within the Project area. Therefore, impacts
to any sensitive species or communities would be less than significant.
Implementation of the Project would not interfere with migratory fish or wildlife corridors.
Additionally, street trees and trees in public places would be protected, maintained, and
enhanced where possible, in compliance with existing local regulations, as part of the Project.
Therefore, there would be no impact on trees or migratory fish or wildlife corridors. The Project
would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. The
Project would incorporate and be consistent with existing policies regarding the protection of
biological resources. Therefore, impacts from the Project on biological resources would be less
than significant.

4.3.3

Cultural Resources

Geology in the City of Fountain Valley does not contain abundant paleontological resources and
development activities associated with the Project would occur in previously disturbed areas.
Given the urban, built environmental of the Project area, it is unlikely that cultural or significant
paleontological resources would be encountered within the Project area. Should previously
undiscovered cultural resources be exposed during construction activities, inclusion of standard
conditions including compliance with CEQA Guidelines relating to protocols for discovery of
important historic and pre-historic resources would ensure that potential impacts to such
resources be mitigated. Further, consistent with Assembly Bill (AB) 52 and Senate Bill (SB) 18,
the City submitted formal invitations to known Native American Tribes to participate in a 90-day
consultation period with the City on the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
(Appendix F). In compliance with AB 52, the City submitted consultation letters to three Tribal
agencies on October 8, 2015, based on the list of tribes that had requested notification by the
City on all CEQA projects. In compliance with SB18, the City submitted invitations for
consultation to five Tribal agencies on October 19, 2015, based on the list of contacts provided
by the NAHC on October 14, 2015. No additional concerns regarding historic, pre-historic, or
cultural resources requiring further environmental review were identified. Therefore, based on
limited potential for undiscovered cultural resources to exist within the Project area and existing
procedure requirements regulating the discovery of buried resources, impacts from the Project
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on cultural resources are considered be less than significant. For analysis of Native American
and tribal resources, including information on compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52 and
Senate Bill (SB) 18, refer to Section 3.14, Tribal Cultural Resources.

4.3.4

Mineral Resources

There are no known mineral resources or associated operational mineral resource recovery
sites within the Project area or in the vicinity. Therefore, the Project is expected to have no
impact on mineral resources.

4.4

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires a description of any significant impacts resulting
from implementation of a project, including impacts that cannot be mitigated to below a level of
significance. The Project was evaluated with respect to specific resource areas to determine
whether implementation would result in significant adverse impacts. A detailed discussion of
each of the impacts can be found in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures.
Specific significance thresholds were defined for each potential impact associated with each
resource area. Based on the environmental impact assessment presented in the relative
sections of this EIR, the resource areas of aesthetics and visual resources, air quality, geology
and soils, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and
water quality, land use and planning, noise, population and housing, public services,
transportation and traffic, utilities, and energy conservation would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts; less than significant impacts; or less than significant impacts with
mitigation upon implementation of the Project. Mitigation measures were developed that would
reduce many impacts to below a level of significance. However, the following impacts cannot be
mitigated below a level of significance:
•

Increased traffic generated by buildout of the proposed FVCSP would increase
congestion at 11 freeway facilities, resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts.

•

Under Future Year Project conditions, the intersection of Euclid Street & Newhope
Street/I-405 Northbound Ramps would experience greater delays and conditions would
deteriorate to LOS D and E during AM and PM peak hours; therefore, resulting in a
significant and unavoidable impact.

•

Under Future Year cumulative conditions, buildout of the FVCSP would cumulatively
contribute to increased traffic generated by approved projects and background traffic
growth through year 2035. The intersection of MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard
would experience increases in V/C ratio that would exceed thresholds in the PM peak
hours, therefore, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact.

•

Under cumulative conditions, Project-related traffic from buildout of the FVCSP would
cumulatively contribute to congestions at 14 7 freeway facilities. Operational conditions
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at freeway facilities in the Project area and surrounding vicinity would be depleted
beyond thresholds. Therefore, impacts to freeway facilities would be a significant and
unavoidable impact.
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15065, when an EIR demonstrates that implementation of a
proposed project will cause significant unmitigable impacts, the agency must issue a Statement
of Overriding Considerations before approving the project. A Statement of Overriding
Considerations is a report of the lead agency’s findings regarding the merits of approving a
proposed project despite its environmental impacts, and reflects the balancing of competing
public objectives.
The City of Fountain Valley will be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations
to address the unmitigable impacts listed above. In this instance, the City may weigh the longterm benefits of the Project, such as improvements to pedestrian, bike, and transit systems;
provision of additional housing to help meet demand; and development of visitor-serving
commercial uses that could contribute sales tax revenue, in light of the significant and
unavoidable transportation, circulation, and traffic impacts created by the Project.
To facilitate consideration of these issues, this EIR discloses potential impacts and also
provides a range of Project alternatives which could more fully alleviate environmental
concerns. In addition, Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning Policies, provides an overview of the
City’s policy context, which provides information on how the Project meets a number of
important City policy objectives and where it may raise concerns over consistency with other
City policies. All of this information should be reviewed when considering the Project.
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5.0

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) must include the evaluation of comparative effects of a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines
§15126.6[a]). The EIR is to consider a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that will foster
informed decision-making and public participation. The nature and scope of the alternatives
analyzed is governed by the “rule of reason.” The discussion of alternatives focuses on
alternatives to the project that 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 (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6[b]).
This EIR also identifies any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were
rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the
lead agency’s determination (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6[c]). The EIR must include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with
the Project (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6[d]). Evaluation of a No Project Alternative is required, to
allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the Project with the impacts of not
approving the Project. The No Project analysis must discuss existing conditions at the time the
environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in
the foreseeable future if the Project were not approved (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6[e]).
This section of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR is revised to provide text clarifications based on
comments receive on the Draft and Final EIR regarding alternatives considered but discarded,
the range of alternatives, and the ability of a feasible alternative to reduce significant traffic
impacts. In addition, revised analysis within this section also accounts for revised air quality
modeling using an updated version of the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) (see
Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions), which is used to identify
and describe impacts associated with Project alternatives.

5.1

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The objectives for the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan (Project) are presented in Chapter
2.0, Project Description, and reiterated here for reference:
•

Plan Comprehensively: While recognizing largely built-out conditions, enable new public
and private investment for continual growth and development for a distinct Project area
with centers, street patterns, and local identity, maintaining the City’s historic leadership
in proactive planning.

•

Capture Value: Plan the Project area to anticipate workplace, retail and housing trends,
allowing for transition over time in relation to market realities. In the long-term, allow for
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office users that seek I-405 visibility and access to attract high-value employment,
strengthen the City’s image, and build on the presence of major workplace investments in
the Project area.

5.2

•

Develop a New Activity Center: Enable and promote new investment that supports a
successful district cluster of experiential retail, dining, and entertainment activity in the
district. By creating a “place to go” for district workers and the larger community, help to
provide attractive retail and services.

•

Support Existing Businesses: Upgrade the district for businesses and workers through
new lunchtime and after-work retail destinations, improved pedestrian, bike and transit
facilities, enhanced landscaping, and modernized infrastructure.

•

Protect Adjacent Neighborhoods: Ensure that new development adjacent to existing
residential neighborhoods is shaped in scale and character for compatibility, including
improvements to the streetscape aesthetic and functional use.

•

Growth with City Assets: Considering the district’s proximity to neighboring and regional
concentrations of workplace areas extending toward John Wayne Airport, major retail
concentrations, hospitals, institutions, and the presence of the Santa Ana River Trail, build
on the available access and visibility to grow a vital and attractive urban district. The district
would support a mix of workers, customers, city residents, pedestrians, transit riders, and
visitors.

•

Help Satisfy Unmet Housing Demand: In formats and locations compatible with workplace
settings, enable housing development that helps meet demand for those who prioritize
close proximity to shopping, dining, entertainment, and work.

•

Improve Multi-modal Mobility: While continuing to improve motor vehicle access and
maintaining minimum community mobility standards, evolve the street network into more
pedestrian, transit and bicycle friendly “Complete Streets” to better connect within the
district and link it with the City’s bike and transit network, the Santa Ana River Trail, and
surrounding districts and neighborhoods.

SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Based on the analysis provided in this EIR, the Project would result in potentially significant and
unavoidable impacts related transportation and circulation (refer to Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic). This EIR identifies the following significant and unavoidable impacts:
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic: Increased traffic generated by buildout of the
proposed FVCSP would increase congestion at 11 freeway facilities, resulting in significant and
unavoidable impacts. The intersection of Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405
Ramps would exceed thresholds in the PM peak hours. Cumulatively, under future year
cumulative conditions, buildout under the FVCSP would contribute to increased traffic generated
by approved projects and background traffic growth through year 2035. The intersection of
MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard would experience increases in V/C ratio that would
exceed thresholds in the PM peak hours. Also under cumulative conditions, project-related traffic
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from buildout of the FVCSP would cumulatively contribute to congestions at 14 freeway facilities.
Operational conditions at freeway facilities in the Project area and surrounding vicinity would
exceed thresholds.

5.2.1

Alternatives Selection Methodology

This EIR identifies three considered alternatives, which represent a reasonable range of
alternatives that are potentially capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant
effects of the project. The alternatives are:
1. No Project Alternative
2. No Housing Alternative
3. Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative

Alternatives to the Project were screened and recommended to be retained for further analysis or
eliminated as described below. The Alternatives screening process consisted of the following
steps:
Step 1: Define the alternatives to allow comparative evaluation.
Step 2: Evaluate each alternative in the context of the following criteria:
•

The extent to which the alternative would accomplish most of the basic goals and
objectives of the Project;

•

The potential feasibility of the alternative, taking into account site suitability, economic
viability, availability of infrastructure, General Plan consistency, and consistency with other
applicable plans and regulatory limitations;

•

The extent to which the alternative would avoid or lessen one or more of the identified
significant environmental effects of the Project; and

•

The requirement of the state CEQA Guidelines to consider a “no project” alternative and
to identify, under specific criteria, an “environmentally superior” alternative. Pursuant to
State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, subdivision (e), “if the environmentally superior
alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally
superior alternative among the other alternatives.”

Step 3: Determine the suitability of the proposed alternatives for full analysis in the EIR based on
Steps 1 and 2 above. Alternatives considered to be unsuitable were eliminated with appropriate
justification from further consideration.
Based on the screening process, three alternatives were considered for analysis and one
alternative was two alternatives were eliminated from further consideration (see Table 5-1). In
Section 5.4, each of the selected alternatives is described and its potential environmental impacts
and ability to meet basic Project objectives are compared with the Project.
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Table 5-1.

Summary of Alternatives Screening

Alternatives Considered and Rejected

•
•

Alternative Location
Reduced Housing

Alternatives Analyzed in this EIR

•
•
•

No Project Alternative
No Housing Alternative
Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative

In addition, one alternative was two alternatives were rejected. The rejected alternative is
alternatives are described briefly below along with the specific reasons for dismissal.

5.3

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER
ANALYSIS

As discussed above, CEQA Section 15126.6(c) requires that an EIR disclose alternatives that
were considered and rejected and provide a brief explanation as to why such alternatives were
not fully considered in the EIR. The following alternative was alternatives were considered but
eliminated from further analysis by the City:

5.3.1

Rejected Alternative: Alternative Location

The Alternative Location would consider creating the downtown area in a different part of the City,
guided by Project objective to provide a city center or downtown area for the City to promote a
sense of place and foster increased opportunities to promote a vibrant economy. The Alternative
Location could result in potentially inconsistent land use characteristics by allowing a greater
amount of high volume traffic related uses at locations further from I-405. Similarly, greater
distance from the I-405 corridor may not as effectively attract high-profile firms or increase retail
opportunities reliant upon efficient access to the freeway. Locations elsewhere may require
substantial demolition and full redevelopment of residential or business buildings, which would
result in an accompaniment of more severe environmental impacts. Proximity to I-405, the Costco
center, and the fully built-out nature of Fountain Valley points towards such a center at the
proposed Project area. The Crossings District’s nature of industrial warehouse uses provides a
unique opportunity within the City for reuse of existing buildings with a wide array of development
options. Therefore, the Alternative Location Alternative was discarded as it does not meet basic
Project objectives.

5.3.2

Rejected Alternative: Reduced Housing Alternative

The Reduced Housing Alternative would reduce potential future development through reduced
number of residential units identified for development within the Project area. However, the
reduction in the total number of residential units required to reduce significant and unavoidable
traffic impacts that would occur under the Proposed Project would be substantial. Thus, while this
alternative would reduce environmental impacts, such as traffic congestion, air quality, and utility
demand, it could not effectively achieve Project objectives for meeting unmet housing demands
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(Project Objective # 7). Specifically, Section 1.1, Community Objectives, of the FVCSP includes
the following community objective:
“In formats and location compatible with workplace settings, enable housing development
that helps meet ‘niche’ demand for senior/empty nesters, younger workers and small
families looking for compact and convenient housing – who prioritize close proximity to
shopping, dining, entertainment, and work. Its present will also make successful
experiential retail more likely.”
In the economic analysis of the FVCSP (Appendix B, Summary of Market Assessment Findings,
of the FVCSP), multi-family housing is in high demand within the City, and a Reduced Housing
Alternative would not meet the needs of young families or empty-nesters who seek multi-family
units. Substantial demand for new multi-family housing exists in Orange County, and a number
of new projects are proposed or under construction due to demand in Fountain Valley’s trade
area. The reduction in the total number of residential units required to reduce significant traffic
impacts under this alternative would reduce the Project and City’s ability to meet such demands.
By reducing housing units, the density and by design, the affordability of units is likely to decline
under this alternative as developers would opt to develop higher end units to generate economic
returns on their development. Further, this alternative would not fully meet the Project objective
to develop a new activity center. Housing is an important component in new mixed-use
developments to drive the desired transformation of a neighborhood. Residents provide a local
customer base for retail, while the retail serves as an amenity for future residents. The substantial
reduction of residential uses of the FVSCP would significantly disable the Plan’s focused strategy
to promote and enable “experiential retail,” the responsive approach to the community’s
longstanding desire to create a downtown-like “place to go” in Fountain Valley. Similarly, it would
meaningfully limit the land use opportunities (both for retail and for residential) for investors and
owners wishing to locate in a vibrant mixed-use neighborhood. Therefore, the substantial
reduction in the number of residential units required to reduce significant impacts identified in the
EIR would be considered infeasible, as the overall viability and economic benefit of a mixed-use
workplace neighborhood redevelopment project would decline due to a strong correlation
between housing and retail in mixed-use development projects and such an alternative would not
meet the basic objectives of the Project, or the community.
The City is also sensitive to the fact that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15092(c), in a
project that includes housing developments, public agencies are prohibited from reducing the
proposed number of housing units as a mitigation measure if there is another feasible specific
mitigation measure available that will provide a comparable level of mitigation. Additionally,
Government Code section 65589.5(j) prohibits a reduction in the density of a proposed housing
project that complies with the applicable general plan, zoning, and development policies in effect
when the application is determined to be complete, unless the agency finds it necessary to do so
to avoid adverse health or safety effects. (See also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association v.
City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 714 [agency may reject reduced density alternative
as legally infeasible based on Government Code section 65589.5(j) if the required health and
safety findings cannot be made].) Here, the Project is a Specific Plan, and no specific housing
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development is proposed. The City is nevertheless sensitive to these statutory principles and has
determined that a Reduced Density Alternative would not be feasible for all of the reasons
described above.

5.4

ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED IN THIS EIR

This section summarizes the key assumptions and policy-related aspects of the three proposed
alternatives to the Project that have been carried forward for analysis. Pursuant to CEQA, the
alternatives were evaluated based on their ability to reduce potential project-related
environmental impacts and meet basic project goals and objectives.

5.4.1

No Project Alternative

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e), this EIR includes a No Project Alternative. In
the context of a project involving the adoption of a long range plan such as the Project, the No
Project Alternative does not mean "no future growth or land uses," but rather that permitted
development under existing adopted plans and policies would occur. As such, the No Project
Alternative considers the environmental impacts under conditions where the Project is not
adopted, and the standards, policies, and actions of the plan are not implemented.
Under the required No Project Alternative, existing policies and development standards would
continue to apply to properties in the Project area. Piecemeal development and redevelopment
would occur in accordance with land use designations and provisions of the 1995 General Plan
and the existing Zoning Ordinance for M1 and CP zone districts with applicable development
standards and regulations. Over the long term, this alternative would maintain the existing zoning
restrictions that regulate uses in the area. This alternative would favor development of office,
industrial, and commercial type uses under the Manufacturing (M1) and Commercial,
Administrative, Professional Office (CP) zoning without the potential for a Fountain Valley
community hub or opportunities for residential development. In addition, this alternative would
incrementally reduce some potential impacts of the proposed Specific Plan, such as land use
compatibility and utilities. This reduction in potential redevelopment would similarly reduce the
projected number of employees and residents generated by development within the Project area,
associated vehicle trips, roadway noise, air pollutant and GHG emissions, as well as demand for
public services and utilities. However, this alternative would not enhance the jobs-housing
balance or provide the community benefits of the Project, including coordinated traffic, transit,
streetscape improvements, activity centers, and employee amenities.
The No Project Alternative would maintain the existing M1 and CP zoning, which limits building
height to a maximum of 4 stories (60 feet) with 50 percent FAR and 4 stories (50 feet) with 60
percent FAR respectively. Both land use zones would maintain a 20 foot setback from streets,
but would not have height restrictions adjacent to residential land uses. The 491 housing units
that are proposed under the Project could not be developed under the No Project Alternative (see
Figure 5-1).

5-6

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

5.0 Alternatives Analysis

5.4.1.1

Potential Impacts to Resource Areas

Aesthetics and Visual Resources
Future development under the No Project Alternative would still generate new sources of light
and glare such as outdoor lighting fixtures on buildings, signage and architectural lighting, and
reflective building materials. However, new development under the No Project Alternative would
be less than that anticipated to occur under the Project, incrementally reducing impacts
associated with increased light and glare. Because no designated state scenic highways or scenic
vistas exist within or adjacent to the Project area, the No Project Alternative would not have an
adverse effect on scenic highways or scenic vistas.
Under the No Project Alternative, the amount of redevelopment would be reduced, with less
potential for construction of taller buildings, reducing the overall change in existing aesthetic
character of the area. However, in contrast to the Project, the No Project Alternative would not
implement the Project’s detailed development standards or design guidelines. Without the
application of these development standards or design guidelines, new buildings in the Project
area would not be required to provide higher quality architectural design, open space, and
pedestrian-friendly landscaping, and higher value buildings would not be readily visible from the
freeway. Along Talbert Avenue and Ward Street, buildings would not be subject to setback
standards that ensure a respectful transition to neighborhoods, such as maintaining a maximum
of three stories instead of four stories adjacent to Talbert Avenue, and two stories instead of four
stories adjacent to Ward Avenue. While buildings under the Project may be developed
conditionally to a height of six stories adjacent to I-405 within the proposed Workplace Gateway
District, this zoning district also includes height limitations adjacent to residential land uses and
would be primarily confined to the inner spaces of the Project area. Therefore, overall effects to
the visual character of the No Project Alternative would have the potential to be slightly greater
than the Project.
Overall, under the No Project Alternative, impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be
comparable to the Proposed Project and would remain less than significant.
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Air Quality
Construction activities for future development occurring under the No Project Alternative would
result in construction-related air pollutant emissions and have the potential to expose adjacent
sensitive receptors to construction emissions. While individual projects would be small and likely
not generate construction emissions that would exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management
District‘s (SCAQMD) recommended thresholds of significance, combined emissions from multiple
development projects would have the potential to exceed VOC and NOx thresholds. Under the No
Project Alternative, all projects would continue to be subject to SCAQMD’s regulations. There is
no substantial future development actions anticipated under this alternative, thereby resulting in
a negligible amount of anticipated new construction and associated construction emissions. This
alternative does not include measures to facilitate growth, and any construction or redevelopment
activities would be reduced from the Project and therefore remain below SCAQMD thresholds of
significance.
Under the No Project Alternative, the mix of allowable land uses under the General Plan would
continue to generate operational emissions from both stationary and mobile sources, including
those associated with vehicle trips and the use of natural gas and landscaping maintenance
equipment. In comparison to the Project, the No Project Alternative would result in reduced trip
generation, a reduced amount of building square footage, no residential uses, and associated
stationary emissions, thereby resulting in a reduction of operational air emissions. However, this
alternative would also not experience the benefits of trip reduction measures, coordinated
streetscape improvements, or pedestrian and bicyclist connections that would help reduce mobile
emissions included within the Project.
Since the existing Project area is already emitting operational air pollutant emissions from its
existing land uses (see Table 3.2-3), the difference of the alternative’s CalEEMod-estimated
operational emissions was used to compare against the SCAQMD thresholds. Projected
emissions for the Project were found to be below the established SCAQMD daily thresholds for
all criteria pollutants (see Table 5-2).
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Table 5-2.

Long-term Operational Emissions under the No Project Alternative and the
Difference in Emissions from Existing Project Area Operational Emissions
VOCs
(ROG)

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

Area (lbs/day)

77.90
66.55

0

0.30
0.31

0

0

0

Energy (lbs/day)

0.83
0.80

7.55
7.27

6.34
6.11

0.05
0.04

0.57
0.55

0.57
0.55

Mobile (lbs/day)

61.14
44.33

108.34
179.50

570.77
555.39

2.61
1.85

2.94
155.53

53.06
42.98

Total (lbs/day)

139.87
111.69

115.89
186.77

577.42
561.81

2.66
1.90

192.04
156.08

53.63
43.53

Difference from Existing

-52.55
-14.42

-127.70
-43.73

-533.82
-188.82

0.09
-0.14

0.25
-0.72

0.03
-0.68

Thresholds (lbs/day)1

55

55

550

150

150

55

Significant?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Notes:

Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to Appendix D for detailed
CalEEMod output sheets. This table has been updated from that provided in the draft Final EIR released in
April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most recently updated version of CalEEMod
(Version 2016.3.1), as well as implementation and compliance with SCAQMD rules and regulations.
1The threshold for significance applies to the No Project Alternative’s difference from existing (2016) emissions.

Similar to the Project, CO emissions experience the greatest change. CalEEMod estimates for
the No Project Alternative buildout operational mobile emissions are lower than the existing
Project area operational mobile emissions due to the fact that CalEEMod assumes the use of
“cleaner” vehicles in the buildout year of 2035 of the Project, compared to the comparatively “dirty”
vehicles in the existing year of 2016.
To more closely compare operational impacts of this alternative with the Project, Table 5-3
displays a comparative relationship between the No Project Alternative and the Project. All
emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than the Project. This is primarily due
to the absence of proposed commercial and residential uses and development under the No
Project Alternative and associated potential mobile and energy emissions. The difference
between the two alternatives may also be closer due to trip reduction measures and mitigations
within the FVCSP that may not be precisely represented by the model.
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Table 5-3.

Long-term Operational Emissions: Built-out No Project Alternative
Operational Emissions Compared with the Built-out Mitigated Project
Operational Emissions (lbs/day)
VOCs
(ROG)

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

Project Emissions Net
Change from Existing
Operational Emissions

-37.58

-117.53

-426.32

+0.17

+4.92

+1.98

No Project Alternative Net
Change from Existing
Operational Emissions

-52.55

-127.70

-533.82

-0.09

+0.25

+0.03

Comparative Reduction of
the No Project Alternative

-14.97

-10.17

-107.5

-0.26

-5.17

-1.95

Notes: Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to Appendix D for detailed
CalEEMod output sheets.

In addition, the No Project Alternative would not propose coordinated implementation of
streetscape, pedestrian, bike path, Transportation Demand Measures, or transit improvements
as set forth in the draft Specific Plan. Though such features may be implemented incrementally
with future development, the Project area could continue to develop in a more auto oriented
pattern, retaining a discontinuous bike path and sidewalk system, as well as the unaltered levels
of transit service. Therefore, while overall emissions would be reduced due to the reduction in
development, a greater emphasis on alternative forms of transportation would not occur and per
capita VMT and associated per capita pollutant emissions would increase.
Overall, impacts to air quality resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would
be less than the Project and would be less than significant.
Geology and Soils
Geological impacts are generally site-specific, and similar to the Project, all new development
under the No Project Alternative would be required to adhere to regulations and standards in the
City’s Municipal Code and Building Code, which adopts California Building Code (CBC) standards
by reference with local amendments. Adherence to the Municipal Code and Building Code
requirements would ensure the maximum practicable protection available for all structures
constructed in the Project area. Additionally, the City would require the preparation of site-specific
geotechnical investigations for individual projects and the incorporation of recommendations from
the site-specific geotechnical investigations (regarding site preparation, grading, backfill, and
foundations) into the project design.
Overall, potential impacts related to geology and soils under the No Project Alternative would be
similar to those for the Project and would remain less than significant.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Due to the inability to determine the amount of new development and construction which would
occur under the No Project Alternative, it is assumed that for GHG emissions modeling, land use
assumptions for the No Project Alternative (i.e., total buildout, development square footage,
zoning designations, use types, etc.) would remain the same as the existing 2016 built condition
(see Appendix D). As such, the No Project Alternative operational emissions closely resemble
operational emissions calculated for the existing 2016 conditions, with the exception of mobile
emissions. 1 In order to provide a comparative analysis of the No Project Alternative in this
discussion, total unmitigated operational GHG emissions are compared to the total unmitigated
operational emissions estimated under the proposed Project to provide a comparative analysis of
the No Project Alternative. However, the comparative GHG analyses for the remaining
alternatives compare estimated net unmitigated GHG emissions from construction and operation
of each alternative based on anticipated buildout scenarios.
Any construction of new development under the No Project Alternative would result in temporary
construction-related GHG emissions; however, based on the potential buildout under the No
Project Alternative of ongoing uses, there would be substantially less redevelopment activities
and associated construction-related GHG emissions than under the Project.
Operational GHGs would be generated from motor vehicles, natural gas consumption, solid waste
handling, and electricity generation. However, under the No Project Alternative, trip generation,
energy demand, and emissions from building operations would be substantially reduced
compared to the unmitigated operation of the Project, due to the general absence of anticipated
potential development that would occur under the No Project Alternative. Additionally, this
alternative would not include FVCSP mitigation measures and land use types would remain
consistent with the existing land use and zoning designations. Based on CalEEMod results for
the No Project Alternative, total estimated GHG operational emissions would be further reduced
from the 42,494.6 44,443.36 MTCO2e/year of unmitigated operational emissions anticipated to
occur under the Project, to 40,071 37,447.83 MTCO2e/year of unmitigated operational emissions,
for a net reduction of -5,046.82 -6,995.53 MTCO2e/year (Table 5-3). Similar to the analysis within
Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, a negative value in mobile emissions primarily results
due to CalEEMod’s assumption of the use of “cleaner” vehicles in the buildout year of 2035
compared to vehicles in the existing year of 2016. As such, annual operational GHG emissions
for the No Project Alternative are below the 10,0003,000 MTCO2e/year threshold and substantially
lower than Project GHG emissions.

Similar to the analysis within Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, mobile emission estimates for future
operational years typically result in reduced or negative mobile emission values when compared to emission estimates
for the Existing Conditions. This is due to CalEEMod’s underlying assumption of the use of “cleaner” vehicles in future
years.

1
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Table 5-3. Total Unmitigated GHG Emissions from Operation of the No Project Alternative
Project Annual
Unmitigated Operational
GHG Emissions
(MTCO2e/year)

No Project Annual
Unmitigated Operational
GHG Emissions
(MTCO2e/year)

Difference in No Project
Alternative from Project
Unmitigated Operational
GHG Emissions

126.26 127.16

0 0.07

-126.19 -127.09

Energy

19,483.51 19,557.24

8,861 9,014.25

-10,469.26 -10,542.99

Mobile

18,417.38 18,435.08

26,296 24,696.67

6,279.29 6,261.59

Waste

776.12 1,922.79

1,628 726.61

-49.51 -1,196.18

Water

3,691.37 4,401.08

3,286 3,010.22

-681.15 -1,390.86

Total

42,494.64 44,443.36

40,071 37,447.83

-5,046.82 -6,995.53

Category

Area

Note:

Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to Appendix D for detailed
CalEEMod output sheets. This table has been updated from that provided in the draft Final EIR released in
April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most recently updated version of CalEEMod
(Version 2016.3.1), as well as implementation and compliance with SCAQMD rules and regulations.

Further, the No Project Alternative would not implement the coordinated streetscape, pedestrian,
bike path, and transit improvements as set forth in the FVCSP, with the potential to create a more
pedestrian oriented and sustainable community. Future operation would continue in an area that
would support a discontinuous bike path and sidewalk system, as well as relatively low levels of
transit service. Therefore, while overall GHG emissions would be reduced due to the reduction in
development, community benefits and alternative forms of transportation would not be
implemented. While additional existing policies would ensure that future development proposals
in the Project area would not conflict with GHG goals, progress toward meeting such goals would
be reduced.
Overall, impacts to GHG emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than under the
Project through 2035, and would remain less than significant.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Similar to the Project, future construction activities under the No Project Alternative would involve
demolition, grading, and excavation that could potentially result in the accidental release of
hazardous materials. Based on the age of many existing buildings within the Project area,
construction workers and the public could be exposed to lead or asbestos that may be present
within structures to be demolished. In compliance with all pertinent regulations for the handling of
such waste including the California Department of Industrial Relations Division of Occupational
Safety and Health, asbestos, lead, or other hazardous material would be removed and disposed
of prior to demolition. It is expected that project-specific mitigation measures would be applied as
necessary on an individual project basis to mitigate the risks of hazards to the public or the
environment.
Similar to the Project, future development anticipated to occur under the No Project Alternative
would use limited quantities of potentially hazardous materials consisting of typical maintenance
products
(e.g.,
paints,
fuels/lubricants,
cleaning
solvents,
adhesives,
sealers,
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pesticides/herbicides). These potentially hazardous materials are common in urban areas and
already occur within the Project area. The limited transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous
materials is subject to applicable federal, state, and local regulations to reduce the risk of
accidental spills, leaks, fire, or other hazardous conditions.
Overall, impacts to hazards and hazardous materials under the No Project Alternative would be
similar to those described under the Project and would remain less than significant.
Hydrology and Water Quality
The Project area is already largely developed with impermeable surfaces and as such, anticipated
development under the No Project Alternative would not increase runoff or alter drainage patterns.
Runoff would be conveyed to the same treatment facilities and storm drains as under the Project.
Similar to the Project, stormwater runoff from future development under the No Project Alternative
would be managed consistent with the provisions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit and development of a NPDES-compliant stormwater management
program. Additionally, permits issued to control pollution (i.e. waste discharge requirements and
NPDES permits) must implement Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Plan requirements
(i.e. water quality standards), taking into consideration beneficial uses to be protected. Each
project developed under the No Project Alternative would be required by the City to prepare an
erosion and sediment control plan, and for projects greater than one acre, comply with the
provisions of a Construction General Stormwater Permit.
The No Project Alternative would not implement the coordinated streetscape, pedestrian, bike
path, and transit improvements and associated development standards that address drainage
systems to proactively implement stormwater management plans using best management
practices (BMPs) such as bioswales and landscaped infiltration design elements, as set forth in
the FVCSP. Therefore, community benefits and a comprehensive plan to manage stormwater
flow and quality would not be implemented. While additional existing policies would ensure that
future development proposals in the Project area would comply with NPDES requirements, a
comprehensively designed stormwater management plan would be reduced.
Overall, with compliance with existing regulations, impacts to hydrology and water quality under
the No Project Alternative through 2035 would be similar but less than the Project, but would
remain less than significant.
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Land Use and Planning
The No Project Alternative would retain existing
land uses and this alternative would likely maintain
the existing low-profile and industrial nature of the
Project area due to the absence of investment or
growth trends in the area, in addition to the
absence of coordinated design standards;
however, improvement of the City’s jobs and
housing balance would not occur given the
removal of mixed-use opportunities involving
housing units. Additionally, the No Project
Alternative would not transition land uses as
effectively as the Project given industrial and office
Under the No Project Alternative, the beneficial
effects to the community associated with creation
uses would occur along the Project area’s
of a community hub area, coordinated
boundaries adjacent to residential neighborhoods.
streetscape, and attraction of high-profile
The No Project Alternative would not physically
development would not be fully realized.
divide an established community as it would not
introduce land uses that would physically or functionally conflict with existing land uses.
While the Project is not technically required to carry out streetscape alterations and some aspects
would be required with redevelopment, the No Project Alternative does not propose
implementation of the coordinated streetscape, pedestrian, bike path and transit improvements
as set forth in the FVCSP. Future development would continue in a predominantly auto oriented
context with discontinuous bike paths and sidewalk systems. Further, proposed TDM Programs
that would reduce per capita peak hour trip generation and Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) would
not be implemented. Therefore, while overall emissions would be reduced due to the reduction in
development, a shift to alternative forms of transportation would not occur and per capita VMT
and associated per capita pollutant emissions would increase. This trend would conflict with
established statewide goals for infill development, particularly that proximate to high quality
transit.
Under the No Project Alternative, the current character adjacent to surrounding communities
would be maintained; the Project’s beneficial effects to the community such as the creation of an
activity center and high-profile development area under detailed design guidelines to provide
community benefits, including open space areas and communal entertainment and retail
opportunities, would not be realized.
While the No Project Alternative would retain much of the existing development and streetscape
character within the Project area, this alternative would not address a number of key land use
goals and policies that would be implemented by the Project. The full extent of opportunities for
innovative and sustainable land use designs provided by the Project would not occur in a
coordinated manner nor with the intensity of beneficial community benefits or expected economic
potential. Land use impacts associated with development based on existing land use patterns
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under the No Project Alternative would be greater than the Project, but would remain less than
significant.
Noise
Similar to the Project, construction activities anticipated to occur under the No Project Alternative
may have the potential to generate temporary noise and groundborne vibration that could affect
nearby sensitive receptors; however, no residential development would be introduced to the
Project area, which would reduce the number of potential sensitive receptors. Similar to the
Project, construction activities would be temporarily adverse, but adherence to the City’s
Municipal Code would ensure that noise levels would not cause significant impacts to sensitive
receptors or damage to buildings.
Further, as the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less development and
generation of increases in Average Daily Trips (ADT) compared to the Project, noise from
operational sources such as motor vehicle trips, large ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC)
systems, and commercial delivery operations would be reduced. Overall, noise and vibration
impacts under the No Project Alternative would be reduced compared to the Project. Because
there would be reduced trip generation, operational noise impacts under this alternative would be
less than the Project. The Project is not anticipated to exceed any thresholds of significance, any
changes in noise levels under this alternative are also anticipated to be below the thresholds of
significance. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
Population and Housing
Compared to the Project, development under the No Project Alternative would result in less
population and employment growth. The Project area, while experiencing some redevelopment
activities under the existing land use and zoning regulations, is not expected to substantially
increase the number of employment opportunities available within the Project area. Therefore,
the 2,063 jobs that are projected to result from the Project would not occur. Additionally, there
would not be an increase of 491 units and an associated net increase in population by an
estimated 1,444 residents. Similar to the Project, the No Project Alternative would not displace
residential population as the Project area is developed primarily with industrial and commercial
uses. The No Project Alternative would not be expected to exacerbate or benefit the City’s jobs
to housing balance of 1.5, and would therefore have less effect on jobs/housing ratio than the
Project.
Overall, impacts related to population and housing through year 2035 under the No Project
Alternative would be less than under the Project, and would remain less than significant.
Public Services
Under the No Project Alternative, the forecasted growth in the Project area and the associated
demand on public services would be less than that of the Project. Therefore, continued use of the
Project area under the No Project Alternative would maintain the existing demand on police and
fire protection services, public schools, and parks. Impacts to public services would be reduced
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compared to the Project. Further, population growth under this alternative is not expected to result
in the need for additional police and fire department facilities. Individual developers within the
Project area would be required to pay development fees that would assist to offset impacts to
public services.
Overall, impacts to public services under the No Project Alternative would be reduced compared
to the Project, and would remain less than significant.
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic
Under the No Project Alternative, construction-related traffic associated with potential future
projects would incrementally contribute to increased congestion and disruption of travel routes
within the vicinity. While each future project’s contribution would be temporary and short-term,
ongoing construction would periodically affect circulation in the Project area. However,
construction-related traffic would be substantially less than under the Project, and project-specific
mitigation measures would be applied on a project-by-project basis to ensure that circulation on
the local street network would not be adversely affected.
Under No Project conditions, the streetscape, pedestrian, bike path and transit improvements set
forth in the FVCSP, with the potential to reduce per capita peak hour trip generation and reliance
of automobile use would not occur. Future development would continue in the existing auto
oriented context in an area that would support a discontinuous bike path and sidewalk system, as
well as inefficient transit service. Therefore, while overall congestion would be reduced due to the
reduction in development and eventual implementation of the I-405 Improvement Project, shifts
to alternative forms of transportation would not occur and as a result per capita peak hour trip
generation, VMTs, and associated congestion would be greater. Streetscape, bike path and
pedestrian and transit improvements included in the Project would not be implemented, resulting
in a potentially inefficient transportation system.
Therefore, while overall, impacts to transportation and circulation under the No Project Alternative
would be less than under the Project, many beneficial transportation system improvements would
not be carried forward. However, based on existing LOS for auto oriented thresholds of
significance, impacts to intersections would be less than the Project and would remain less than
significant. Further, based on existing LOS for intersections within and near the Project area, as
well as anticipated LOS under future year (2035) without Project conditions, intersections would
continue to operate impacts to intersections under the No Project Alternative would remain
significant and unavoidable.
Utilities and Energy Resources
Development anticipated to occur under the No Project Alternative would result in less demand
upon utilities and infrastructure as development under the No Project Alternative would be less
than the Project. Under the No Project Alternative, the rate of development is anticipated to stay
approximately the same.
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Over time, with new more efficient wells, increased capacity of existing booster stations, and
continued efforts in reducing water waste, the City is expected to meet water demands with
existing facilities and distribution systems under the No Project Alternative.
Wastewater produced by development under the No Project Alternative would meet Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements through treatment at the Orange County
Sanitation District (OCSD). The treatment plant uses secondary levels of treatment. With the
operational capacity to treat 320 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater, and current
treatment of approximately 115 mgd. Development under the No Project Alternative would not
substantially increase the amount of wastewater transported by the sewer system, and any
alterations to the Project area beneath that of the net potential buildout of the Project would not
exceed the WPCP capacity. This alternative would not result in the 144,866.2 gallons per day
(gpd) of net new wastewater generated under the Project. Additionally, similar to the Project,
though primary throughput lines can currently accommodate all existing wastewater demand,
utility line segments would be upgraded and installed on an individual project basis.
The amount of solid waste generation under the No Project Alternative would be consistent with
current waste generation rates. As the City is served by solid waste disposal facilities with a
current throughput of 6,800 tons per day (tpd) capable of accommodating up to 11,500 tpd, any
nominal increase of waste under this alternative would be accommodated by sufficient existing
capacity.
Development actions under the No Project Alternative may also incrementally increase or
decrease the demand for regional electric and natural gas production and distribution facilities.
These facilities are operated and maintained by utility companies that plan for anticipated growth
and expand as needed to meet demand, consistent with applicable local, state, and federal
regulations.
Overall, impacts to utilities under the No Project Alternative would be reduced from the Project
due to less buildout, and would be less than significant.
Tribal Cultural Resources
Potential impacts under the No Project Alternative to tribal cultural resources would be similar to
the Project since excavation for construction of projects would continue to occur. However,
mitigation measures that would be implemented under the Project would not apply under this
alternative and there would be the potential for mismanagement of resources in the event of an
inadvertent discovery. Although there is a low probability that intact and undiscovered resources
would be uncovered during future construction, in the event that tribal cultural resources are
encountered, impacts to the resource have the potential to be significant. Individual discretionary
developments under this alternative would require CEQA review, which would assess tribal
cultural resources. Nonetheless, in the absence of mitigation identified under the proposed
Project, impacts to cultural resources under this alternative would be significant and unavoidable.
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5.4.1.2

Attainment of Project Objectives

Under the No Project Alternative, the Project’s policies and standards targeted to develop a new
Activity Center for the City, satisfying unmet housing demand, supporting existing business, and
improving multi-modal mobility would not be facilitated. Additionally, the No Project Alternative
would not foster the development of a new Activity Center for the City to provide a community
based entertainment and retail location in close proximity to City residents and Project area
employees. Therefore, this alternative would not achieve many of the Project Objectives.

5.4.2

No Housing Alternative

The No Housing Alternative would retain all elements of the proposed Project, except for allowing
residential land uses within the Project area. Specifically, this alternative would remove potential
residential land uses from the Workplace Neighborhood District, as described in Section 2.4.1,
Urban Form, Land Use, and Development Standards. This proposed Project land use district
area, which also encompasses the potential future Activity Core District, encompasses
approximately 49 acres and would enable approximately 491 new residential units. This
alternative would continue to support entertainment and retail uses within the Activity Core District
area to serve Project area employees as well as existing residents in the surrounding area.
Under this alternative, the Project would include use of development standards to prescribe the
form requirements and allowed uses of development in the Project area. This Alternative would
limit entertainment and retail opportunities to the Activity Core District, while retaining other areas
in the Project area for office and industrial uses. Without the residential component, this
alternative would incrementally reduce potential impacts from trip generation, associated
emissions, and utilities demand, but would not provide assistance to the jobs-housing balance,
nor provide centralized mixed-use opportunities within the Activity Core District. This alternative
would retain the capability to create a high-profile corridor adjacent to I-405 and would implement
managed trip generation associated with increased office and industrial-related uses (see Figure
5-2).
Table 5-4.

Proposed Net Increase in Building Space under the No Housing Alternative

Land Use
Retail, Office,
Industrial, and
Warehouse
Commercial
Residential Units

Project

Project
Acreage

No Housing
Alternative

No Housing
Alternative
Acreage

+258,010 sf

113 acres

+258,010 sf

162 acres

+491 units

49 acres

+0 units

0 acres
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Stories

Details

Activity Core Overlay

98

1 to 6

Activity Core Target Area

N/A

N/A

Mixed Industry District

41

1 to 4

Industrial mix of uses focused on upgrading existing buildings
and connectivity.

Workplace Gateway District

74

1 to 6

High value, professional office development with excellent
I-405 visibility and access.

Workplace Neighborhood
District

49

1 to 4

Commercial uses to support the Project area and transition
to surrounding land uses.

Other

N/A

N/A

Mixed retail, entertainment, and community services to cater
to the project area.
N/A

N/A

No Housing Alternative
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5.4.2.1

Potential Impacts to Resource Areas

Aesthetics and Visual Resources
Because no designated state scenic highways or scenic vistas exist within or adjacent to the
Project area, the No Housing Alternative would not have an adverse effect on scenic highways or
scenic vistas.
New industrial and commercial development under this alternative would have the ability to
generate new sources of light and glare such as outdoor lighting fixtures on buildings, signage
and architectural lighting, and reflective building materials, and could result in the removal of some
street trees. New development under the No Housing Alternative would continue to result in multistory office, industrial, and retail buildings that may use reflective materials and exterior lighting,
thereby resulting in similar impacts to light and glare, similar to the Project.
Similar to the Project, this alternative would implement the Project’s detailed development
standards or design guidelines and would ensure that the design of proposed buildings would
enhance the character and quality of the Project area, contributing to a high quality urban
environment. Such standards, including streetscape and landscape improvements, would still
occur under this alternative.
Overall, impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be similar to the Project and impacts
would remain less than significant.
Air Quality
Construction activities for new development occurring in the Project area would result in
construction-related air pollutant emissions and have the potential to expose adjacent sensitive
receptors to construction emissions. While individual projects would not be expected to generate
construction emissions that would exceed the SCAQMD‘s recommended thresholds of
significance, combined emissions from multiple development projects would have the potential to
exceed VOC and NOx thresholds. All projects would continue to be subject to SCAQMD’s
regulations and project mitigation measures identified in Section 3.2, Air Quality. Total new
development under the No Housing Alternative would be similar to that estimated for the Project,
absent residential development, thereby resulting in similar amounts of new construction activities
and a slight reduction in associated construction emissions (Table 5-5). As unmitigated
construction emissions resulting from implementation of the No Housing Alternative are well
below established SCAQMD thresholds, this alternative would likely not result in an exceedance
of these construction emission thresholds. As with the Project, this alternative would implement
SCAQMD Rules pertaining to fugitive dust and diesel particulate matter. Implementation of
recommended mitigation measures provided in Section 3.2, Air Quality, would be included with
this alternative to further reduce adverse environmental effects.
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Table 5-5.

Total Projected Unmitigated Construction Emissions under the No Housing
Alternative
VOCs (ROG)

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

Total Projected No Housing Alternative Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
(lbs/day)

4.95
38.33

54.27
79.60

52.56
71.85

0.13
0.30

20.63
18.64

12.16
6.7

Thresholds (lbs/day)

75

100

550

150

150

55

Significant?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Notes:

Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to Appendix D for detailed
CalEEMod output sheets. This table has been updated from that provided in the draft Final EIR released in
April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most recently updated version of CalEEMod
(Version 2016.3.1), as well as implementation and compliance with SCAQMD rules and regulations.

Since the existing Project area is already emitting operational air pollutant emissions from its
existing land uses (see Table 3.2-3 in Section 3.2, Air Quality), the difference between this
alternative’s CalEEMod estimated operational emissions was compare with SCAQMD thresholds.
Projected emissions for the Project were found to be below the established SCAQMD daily
thresholds for all criteria pollutants (see Table 5-6).
Table 5-6.

Long-term Unmitigated Operational Emissions under the No Housing
Alternative and the Difference in Emissions from Existing Project Area
Operational Emissions
VOCs
(ROG)

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

Area (lbs/day)

82.26
70.57

0

0.34

0

0

0

Energy (lbs/day)

0.87
0.84

7.95
7.64

6.67
6.42

0.05
0.05

0.60
0.58

0.60
0.58

Mobile (lbs/day)

74.81
25.33

137.94
115.10

721.04
274.13

3.37
1.33

247.91
156.94

68.68
42.40

Total (lbs/day)

157.94
96.74

145.89
122.75

728.05
280.89

3.42
1.37

248.51
157.52

69.28
42.99

Difference from Existing

-34.68
-29.37

-97.69
-107.76

-383.19
-469.74

0.85
-0.67

56.72
0.72

15.68
-1.23

Thresholds (lbs/day)

55

55

550

150

150

55

Significant?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Notes:

Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to Appendix D for detailed
CalEEMod output sheets. This table has been updated from that provided in the draft Final EIR released in
April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most recently updated version of CalEEMod
(Version 2016.3.1), as well as implementation and compliance with SCAQMD rules and regulations.

Similar to the Project, CO emissions experienced the greatest change from existing operational
emissions. CalEEMod estimates for the No Housing Alternative buildout operational mobile
emissions are lower than the existing Project area operational mobile emissions due to the fact
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that CalEEMod assumes the use of “cleaner” vehicles in the buildout year of 2035 of the Project,
compared to the comparatively higher emission vehicles in the existing year of 2016.
To more closely compare operational impacts of this alternative with the Project, Table 5-8
displays a comparative relationship between the No Housing Alternative and the Project. All
emissions, including mobile and energy emissions, under the No Housing Alternative would be
less than the Project due to absence of proposed residential development but same buildout
potential for retail, office, industrial, and commercial warehouse uses as the Project. Total
emission reductions would be expected based on total residential trip generation estimates; even
though, opportunities for trip reduction due to resident-employee opportunities would not occur.
Table 5-8.

Long-term Operational Emissions: Built-out No Housing Alternative
Mitigated Operational Emissions Compared with the Built-out Project
Mitigated Operational Emissions (lbs/day)
VOCs
(ROG)

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

Project Emissions Net
Change from Existing
Operational Emissions

-37.58

-117.53

-426.32

+0.17

+4.92

+1.98

No Housing Alternative
Net Change from Existing
Operational Emissions

-54.43

-123.46

-493.18

+0.11

+0.86

+0.18

Comparative Reduction of
the No Project Alternative

-16.85

-5.93

-66.86

-0.06

-4.06

-1.80

Notes:

Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to Appendix D for detailed
CalEEMod output sheets.

Similar to the Project, the No Housing Alternative proposes coordinated implementation of
streetscape, pedestrian, bike path, Transportation Demand Management measures, and transit
improvements as set forth in the draft FVCSP. Under the No Housing Alternative, impacts to air
quality would be less than the Project as a result of the elimination of residential development.
Construction and operational emissions from both stationary and mobile sources, including those
associated with vehicle trips from residents and employees, and the use of natural gas and
landscaping maintenance equipment would not exceed thresholds. In comparison to the Project,
the No Housing Alternative would result in less peak hour trip generation, thereby resulting in an
incremental reduction of mobile source air emissions, as detailed in Table 5-8. Despite the overall
reduction in Project emissions, development under the No Housing Alternative would continue to
have the potential to locate industrially related land uses that generate air emissions near existing
sensitive land uses. However, the No Housing Alternative would carry forward the recommended
and required mitigation measures identified in Section 3.2, Air Quality, thereby reducing residual
Project impacts to a less than significant level.
Overall, under the No Housing Alternative, impacts to air quality would be less than under the
Project and remain less than significant with mitigation.
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Geology and Soils
Geological impacts are generally site-specific; all new development would be required to adhere
to the most current building standards of the City’s Municipal Code and Building Code, which
adopts CBC standards by reference with local amendments. Adherence to the municipal code
and building code requirements would ensure the maximum practicable protection available for
all structures constructed in the Project area. Additionally, individual projects would prepare sitespecific geotechnical investigations in accordance with City requirements and would be required
to incorporate recommendations from the site-specific geotechnical investigations (regarding site
preparation, grading, backfill, and foundations) into the project design.
Overall, potential impacts related to geology and soils under the No Housing Alternative would be
similar to those for the Project and would remain less than significant.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The construction of new development anticipated to occur under the No Housing Alternative
would result in temporary construction-related GHG emissions that would be less than under the
Project due to the lack of construction of 491 residential units. Operational GHG emissions would
be generated from motor vehicles, natural gas consumption, solid waste handling and electricity
generation. However, under the No Housing Alternative, total unmitigated emissions from Project
construction would be approximately 21,156.750,684.09 MTCO2e. Pursuant to SCAQMD
methodology, construction-related emissions for the No Housing Alternative are amortized over
an anticipated 30-year period to provide an average annual estimate of approximately
7051,689.47 MTCO2e/year, less than the Project’s unmitigated amortized construction emissions
(9631,027.42 CO2e/year) (Table 5-7).
As the No Housing Alternative would result in less development compared to the Project, total
GHG emissions from operations are anticipated to be reduced. Based on CalEEMod results for
the No Housing Alternative, total estimated GHG operational emissions would be further reduced
from the net 9,456 1,445.02 MTCO2e/year of unmitigated operational emissions anticipated to
occur under the Project, to 4,239 -7,215.0 MTCO2e/year of unmitigated operational emissions, for
a net reduction of -8,660.02 -8,997.44 MTCO2e/year (Table 5-7). Accounting for estimated
amortized construction emissions of 705 1,689.47 MTCO2e/year, annual combined GHG
emissions resulting from construction and operation of the No Housing Alternative are anticipated
to be below the 10,0003,000 MTCO2e/year threshold.
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Table 5-7.

Total Net GHG Emissions from Construction and Operation of the No
Housing Alternative
Project Annual Net
Unmitigated GHG
Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

No Housing Annual Net
GHG Emissions
(MTCO2e/year)

Difference in No Housing
Alternative from Project
GHG Emissions

126.18 127.08

00

-126.18 -127.08

Energy

10,433.59 10,507.32

3,073 3,061.69

-7,371.90 -7,444.63

Mobile

-8,136.16 -8,118.46

702 -9,037.98

901.82 -849.52

Waste

-1,024.02 122.65

8 -1,039.87

-15.85 -1,162.52

Water

45.43 755.14

456 -168.83

123.40 586.31

Total

1,445.02 3,393.74

4,239 -7,215.0

-8,660.02 -8,997.44

Amortized
Construction
Emissions

1,027.42 1,029.56

705 1,689.47

662.05 659.91

Total

2,472.44 4,423.30

4,944 -5,525.53

-7,997.97 -8,337.53

Yes No

No

Category
Area

Significant?
Notes:

Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to Appendix D for detailed
CalEEMod output sheets. This table has been updated from that provided in the draft Final EIR released in
April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most recently updated version of CalEEMod
(Version 2016.3.1), as well as implementation and compliance with SCAQMD rules and regulations.

Overall, impacts to GHG emissions under the No Housing Alternative would be substantially less
than under the Project, and would be less than significant.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Similar to the Project, future construction activities under the No Housing Alternative would involve
demolition, grading and excavation that could potentially result in the accidental release of
hazardous materials. Based on the age of many existing buildings within the Project area,
construction workers and the public could be exposed to lead and asbestos that are present within
structures to be demolished. Asbestos, lead, or other hazardous material would be removed and
disposed of prior to demolition, in compliance with all pertinent regulations for the handling of such
waste including the City’s Municipal Code (Title 17) and California Department of Industrial
Relations Division of Occupational Safety and Health. It is expected that individual projects
occurring within in the Project area may require mitigation measures as necessary to mitigate the
risks of hazards to the public or the environment.
Similar to the Project, future development anticipated to occur under the No Housing Alternative
would use limited quantities of potentially hazardous materials consisting of typical maintenance
products
(e.g.,
paints,
fuels/lubricants,
cleaning
solvents,
adhesives,
sealers,
pesticides/herbicides). These potentially hazardous materials are common in urban areas and
already occur within the Project area. The limited transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous
materials is subject to applicable federal, state, and local regulations to reduce the risk of
accidental spills, leaks, fire, or other hazardous conditions.
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Unlike the Project, the No Housing Alternative would not include housing within the Project area;
however, industrial and office areas within the Project area could be located to adjacent residential
uses outside the Project area. This potential for hazards and hazardous materials to be introduced
to sensitive receptors would therefore be similar to hazards and hazardous materials as the
Project, warranting similar mitigations to ensure that impacts would be less than significant.
Overall, impacts to hazards and hazardous materials under the No Housing Alternative would be
similar to those described under the Project and would remain less than significant with mitigation.
Hydrology and Water Quality
The Project area is already largely developed with impermeable surfaces and as such, anticipated
development under the No Housing Alternative would not increase runoff or alter drainage
patterns. Runoff would be routed to the same treatment facilities and storm drains as under the
Project.
Similar to the Project, stormwater runoff from future development under the No Housing
Alternative would be managed consistent with the provisions of the NPDES permit and projects
would be required to develop a stormwater management program. Additionally, permits issued to
control pollution (i.e. waste-discharge requirements and NPDES permits) must implement Santa
Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Plan requirements (i.e. water quality standards), taking
into consideration beneficial uses to be protected. Further, each project developed under the No
Housing Alternative would be required by the City to prepare an erosion and sediment control
plan. Projects that are greater than one acre would be required to comply with the provisions of a
Construction General Stormwater Permit.
Overall, with compliance with existing regulations, impacts to hydrology and water quality under
the No Housing Alternative would be similar to the Project, and would remain less than significant.
Land Use
The No Housing Alternative would result in changes to existing land uses that would convert 49
acres of industrial and office land uses to retail and commercial uses. Similar to the Project, this
alternative would be consistent with or require allowances from the City of Fountain Valley
General Plan; however, improvement of the City’s jobs and housing balance would not occur
given the removal of mixed use opportunities involving housing units. Additionally, the No Housing
Alternative may not transition land uses as well given industrial and office uses would occur along
the Project area’s boundaries adjacent to residential neighborhoods. The No Housing Alternative
would not physically divide an established community as it would not displace substantial
residential populations or functionally conflict with adjacent land uses.
Overall, impacts to land use under the No Housing Alternative would be greater than the Project,
as it would sustain existing uses in the Project area and would not implement innovative planning
actions to implement mixed uses and improve transitional land uses. However, land use impacts
would not exceed thresholds for significance and would remain less than significant.
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Noise
Similar to the Project, construction activities anticipated to occur under the No Housing Alternative
would have the potential to generate temporary noise and groundborne vibrations that could affect
nearby sensitive receptors. However, construction activities would be temporary. Additionally,
adherence to the City’s Municipal Code would ensure that noise levels would not cause significant
impacts to sensitive receptors or damage to buildings. Further, no residential development would
be introduced to the Project area, which would reduce the number of potential sensitive receptors
that could be affected by any construction or operational activities interior the Project area;
however, surrounding residential neighborhoods may experience such construction and
operational noises due to the replacement of residential uses in the Project area with industrial
and office uses. Similar to the Project, with implementation of MM N-1, Construction Noise
Management Plan, construction noise emissions would be mitigated to a less than significant
level.
Similar to the Project, the No Housing Alternative would result in increased noise from operational
sources, such as large ventilation systems, motor vehicle trips, and commercial delivery
operations that would be incrementally increased due to larger amounts of commercial and retail
land uses. However, unlike the Project, since no residential associated trip generation noise would
occur, overall operational noise increases would be less than that of the Project as the nonresidential land uses would maintain the same buildout as the Project.
Overall, noise and vibration impacts under the No Housing Alternative would be slightly reduced
compared to the Project, and impacts would remain less than significant with mitigation.
Population and Housing
Compared to the Project, the elimination of residential uses would result in less population
residing within the Project area. Job creation under this alternative is estimated to be roughly
equal to that of the Project, with approximately 2,063 employees introduced to businesses within
the Project area. This alternative would also not include the Project’s 491 residential units,
reducing the potential population within the Project area by approximately 1,444 persons.
Therefore, the number of units and residential population growth under this alternative would be
less than under the Project, and the number of jobs would be increased. As such, this alternative
would be detrimental to the jobs/housing ratio and would require additional housing elsewhere in
the City and greater Orange County area. As no housing units would be permitted in the Project
area under the No Housing Alternative, new and redeveloped office and industrial businesses
would not benefit from the close proximity of a residential population. Similarly, businesses within
the proposed Activity Core District may not have an immediately accessible clientele without
proximate residential uses. Nevertheless, general redevelopment of the area with its associated
transit improvements would improve employment and economic growth within the Project area.
Overall, impacts related to population and housing under the No Housing Alternative would be
greater than those under the Project, though impacts would remain less than significant.
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project
Revised Final EIR

5-27

5.0 Alternatives Analysis

Public Services
Increases in residential populations in the Project area would not occur under the No Housing
Alternative and would not increase the demand on police and fire protection services, public
schools, and parks. Under this alternative, the forecasted growth in the Project area would be
substantially less than that of the Project. Therefore, impacts to public services would be less than
the Project. Nevertheless, entertainment and retail opportunities may increase overall population
growth in the vicinity due to increased employment opportunities and visitor oriented
development, and individual developers within the Project area may be required to pay
development fees to offset associated impacts to public services.
Overall, impacts to public services under the No Housing Alternative would be reduced compared
to the Project, but would remain less than significant.
Transportation and Circulation
Under the No Housing Alternative, construction-related traffic associated with potential future
projects would incrementally contribute to increased congestion and disruption of travel routes
within the vicinity. While each future project’s contribution would be temporary and short-term,
ongoing construction would periodically affect circulation in the Project area. However, mitigation
measures would be applied on a project-by-project basis to ensure that circulation on the local
street network would not be adversely affected.
Generally, trip generation rates for residential land uses is substantially less that for employment
generating uses. Development under the No Housing Alternative would result in an estimated
2,741 PM peak hour trips, approximately 304 PM peak hour trips less than anticipated to be
generated under the Project (Table 5-8). Based on the methodology for determining Project
impacts in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation and Traffic, this alternative would result in
slightly reduced LOS impacts as the Project as a result of the lack of associate residential trips
and reduced density of development. However, development under this alternative would
continue to affect the operation of local freeway facilities, particularly during the PM peak hour.
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Table 5-8.

Land Use

Project vs. No Housing Project PM Peak Trips

1

ITE Code

1

PM Peak
Hour Trip
Generation
Rates

Project

No Housing

Quantity
(1,000 sf)

PM Peak
Trips

Quantity
(1,000 sf)

PM Peak
Trips

Automobile Part
Sales

843

5.98

113.605

679

113.605

679

Warehousing

150

0.32

1,121.628

359

1,121.628

359

General Office
Building

710

1.49

1,475.969

374

1,475.969

374

Industrial Park

130

0.86

358.834

309

358.834

309

Electronics
Superstore

863

4.50

74.5

335

74.5

335

Shopping
Center

820

3.37

203.262

685

203.262

685

Residential PUD

270

0.62

491 units

304

0 units

0

Total PM Peak Trips

3,045

2,741

Notes: ITE = Institute of Transportation Engineers
sf = square feet
PUD = Planned Unit Development
1Land use and ITE Code based on the Project Land Use Assumptions in Appendix E.

Overall, impacts to transportation and circulation under the No Housing Alternative would be
slightly less when compared to the Project; however, impacts would continue to be significant and
unavoidable.
Utilities and Energy Resources
Development anticipated to occur under the No Housing Alternative would result in decreased
demand on utilities due to the lack of residential uses proposed within the Project area. As such,
utility demand would be slightly less than the Project. Compared to the Project, removing the
residential water demand for 491 units from the Project area would decrease water demand by
approximately 142,956 gpd. Therefore, the total water demand increase from the existing buildout
would be approximately 356,899 gpd, or approximately 400 acre-feet per year (AFY). Similar to
the Project, the increased demand for water would have the potential to result in the need for new
or expanded water infrastructure and/or water supplies. Though redevelopment would result in a
projected net increase in water demand, the MWDOC and the City anticipate their ability to meet
full service demands through 2040. Implementation of MM UT-3, requiring a FVCSP Utility
Financing Program would reduce this impact and ensure adequate funds are available for
improvements to utility infrastructure. In addition, increasing reliance on recycled water, City
mandated water efficiency requirements, water conservation measures, and implementation of
higher efficiency systems would contribute to decreased water demands within the Project area.
Wastewater produced by development under the No Housing Alternative would meet RWQCB
requirements through treatment at the OCSD. This treatment plant uses primary and secondary
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treatment and has the ability to accommodate 320 mgd of wastewater and currently treats an
average of 115 mgd. Compared to the Project, development under the No Housing Alternative
would decrease water demand by approximately 105,908.7 gpd. Therefore, the total water
demand increase from the existing buildout would be approximately 8,957.5 gpd, or approximately
0.008 mgd, which would be accommodated by the OCSD. Additionally, similar to the Project,
utility line segments would be upgraded and installed as needed on an individual project basis.
Mitigation requiring a FVCSP Utility Financing Program would reduce this impact and ensure
adequate funds are available for improvements to utility infrastructure.
The amount of solid waste generation under the No Housing Alternative would be approximately
2,607.21 pounds per day (lbs/day) less than the Project. The total estimated additional solid waste
generated from this alternative would be approximately 2,221.55 lbs/day, equating to
approximately 1.11 tpd. As the City is served by solid waste disposal facilities with a current
throughput of 6,800 tpd capable of accommodating up to 11,500 tpd, the increase of waste
estimated under this alternative would be accommodated by sufficient remaining capacity.
Development actions under the No Housing Alternative may also incrementally increase or
decrease the demand for regional electric and natural gas production and distribution facilities.
These facilities are operated and maintained by private utility companies that plan for anticipated
growth and expand as needed to meet demand, consistent with applicable local, state, and federal
regulations.
Overall, impacts to utilities under the No Housing Alternative would be less than the Project, and
would remain less than significant with mitigation.
Tribal Cultural Resources
Potential impacts to the No Housing Alternative to tribal cultural resources would be similar to the
Project since excavation for construction of projects would occur in a similar manner. Mitigation
measures would be implemented to reduce potentially significant impacts to inadvertent
discoveries of tribal cultural resources, including pre-construction training, and in the case of an
inadvertent discovery, the City selected registered professional archaeologist (RPA) and Native
American Monitor would be contacted to assess the resource and the Treatment Plan would be
implemented.
Overall, impacts to cultural resources under this alternative would be similar to the Project, and
impacts would continue to be less than significant with mitigation.
5.4.2.2

Attainment of Project Objectives

Under the No Housing Alternative, Project Objectives, including development of an Activity Center
for the City and a coordinated streetscape improvement plan, could be partially met. However,
development of the Activity Center and its associated workplace neighborhood would not be fully
implemented. Despite facilitated access to the Project area via the streetscape program and
improved multi-modal accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists, entertainment or retail businesses
within the Project area may not perform as well without an inhabiting residential population to
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provide close customers and/or employees. Nevertheless, opportunity for redevelopment would
still be possible throughout most of the Project area, and the Activity Center locations would still
be supported during daytime hours by adjacent offices, associated employees, and visitors from
off-site. Overall, this alternative would address many Project Objectives, but not to the extent of
the Project.

5.4.3

Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative

The Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would implement an urban form, land
use, and circulation plan for the Project area focused on higher levels of redevelopment to include
greater office and introduced residential uses. This alternative would further concentrate
development within the proposed activity centers and edges of the Project area to increase the
employment and economic viability of the Project area beyond that of the Project, including
unconditional six story development adjacent to I-405. Under this alternative, the Project would
include use of development standards to increase potential development. In total, this alternative
would increase the construction development potential of the Project area by approximately 20
percent, or up to 243,226 sf beyond the Project, for a net increase of 501,236 sf from existing
levels and total of 1,459,358 sf of new development or redevelopment (Table 5-9). This alternative
would focus development on areas of the Project designated to support and attract high profile
firms, as well as the proposed new activity core and residential areas. This alternative would also
allow for a comparable increase of allowed residential development to approximately 589
residential units (Figure 5-3).
Table 5-9.

Proposed Net Increase in Building Space under the Intensified Office and
Residential Buildout Alternative
Project

Intensified Office and
Residential Buildout
Alternative

+258,010 sf

+501,236 sf

+491 units

+589 units

Land Use
Retail, Office, Industrial, and
Warehouse Commercial
Residential Units

5.4.3.1

Potential Impacts to Resource Areas

Aesthetics and Visual Resources
Because no designated state scenic highways or scenic vistas exist within or adjacent to the
Project area, the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would not have an adverse
effect on scenic highways or scenic vistas.
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Stories

Activity Core Overlay

98

1 to 6

Activity Core Target Area

N/A

N/A

Mixed Industry District

41

1 to 4

Workplace Gateway District

74

1 to 6 (by right)

Workplace Neighborhood
District

49

1 to 4

Other

N/A

N/A

Details
Mixed retail, entertainment, and community services to cater
to the project area.
N/A
Industrial mix of uses focused on upgrading existing buildings
and connectivity.
High value, professional office development with excellent
I-405 visibility and access.
Mixed commercial and residential uses to support the Project area
and transition to surrounding land uses.
N/A

Intensified Office and Residential
Development Alternative
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New industrial and commercial development under this alternative would have the ability to
generate new sources of light and glare such as outdoor lighting fixtures on buildings, signage
and architectural lighting, and reflective building materials, and could result in the removal of some
street trees. New development under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative
would continue to result in multi-story office, industrial, and retail buildings that may use reflective
materials and exterior lighting, thereby resulting in similar, though intensified, impacts to light and
glare, and to visual resources such as the urban tree canopy. Some streetscape improvements
including landscaping with street trees may lessen off-site effects; however, given the increased
potential for greater massing, scale, and height, greater visibility including night lighting would
occur under this alternative and would be highly visible from surrounding residential
neighborhoods.
Therefore, overall impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be potentially significant and
unavoidable.
Air Quality
Construction activities for new development occurring in the Project area would result in
construction-related air pollutant emissions and have the potential to expose adjacent sensitive
receptors to construction emissions. While individual projects would be small and likely not
generate construction emissions that would exceed the SCAQMD‘s recommended thresholds of
significance, combined emissions from multiple development projects would have the potential to
exceed VOC and NOx thresholds. All projects would continue to be subject to SCAQMD’s rules
and regulations and project mitigation measures identified in Section 3.2, Air Quality. Total new
development under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would be greater
than that anticipated to occur under the Project, thereby resulting in a larger amount of new
construction activities. Using a linear estimation of an additional 20 percent of construction
activities, the slight increase in associated construction emissions may result in approximately
7.1526.11 pounds/day of VOCs (compared to 5.9621.76 pounds per day under the Project),
85.4658.66 pounds/day of CO (compared to 71.2248.88 pounds per day under the Project), and
0.230.20 pounds per day of SO2 (compared to 0.190.17 pounds per day under the Project) (Table
5-10). As unmitigated construction emissions resulting from implementation of this alternative are
well below established SCAQMD thresholds, this alternative would likely not result in an
exceedance of these construction emission thresholds. However, mitigation measures provided
in Section 3.2, Air Quality, are also recommended for this alternative to further reduce adverse
impacts.
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Table 5-10.

Overall Unmitigated Construction Emissions under the Intensified Office and
Residential Buildout Alternative
VOCs (ROG)

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

Overall Intensified Buildout Alternative Unmitigated Construction Emissions (Maximum Daily
Emission)
(lbs/day)

7.15
26.11

65.12
65.50

85.46
58.66

0.23
0.20

24.76
13.8

14.59
8.00

Thresholds (lbs/day)

75

100

550

150

150

55

Significant?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Note:

Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to Appendix D for detailed
CalEEMod output sheets. This table has been updated from that provided in the draft Final EIR released in
April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most recently updated version of CalEEMod
(Version 2016.3.1), as well as implementation and compliance with SCAQMD rules and regulations.

Since the existing Project area is already emitting operational air pollutant emissions from its
existing land uses (see Table 3.2-3), the alternative’s estimated operational emissions were used
to compare against the SCAQMD thresholds. Projected emissions for the Project were found to
be below the established SCAQMD daily thresholds for all criteria pollutants (see Table 5-11).
Table 5-11.

Long-term Unmitigated Operational Emissions under the Intensified Office
and Residential Buildout Alternative and the Difference in Emissions from
Existing Project Area Operational Emissions
VOCs
(ROG)

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

Total (lbs/day)

192.62
138.11

194.42
165.71

1,007.18
403.46

4.75
1.78

330.32
197.33

92.83
54.66

Difference from Existing

-0.20
12.00

-49.16
-64.80

-104.06
-347.17

2.06
0.26

138.53
40.53

39.23
10.45

Thresholds (lbs/day)

55

55

550

150

150

55

Significant?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Note:

Totals may differ slightly from CalEEMod output sheets due to rounding. Refer to Appendix D for detailed
CalEEMod output sheets. This table has been updated from that provided in the draft Final EIR released in
April 2017 to reflect updated air pollutant modeling using the most recently updated version of CalEEMod
(Version 2016.3.1), as well as implementation and compliance with SCAQMD rules and regulations.

Similar to the Project, CO emission reductions experienced the greatest change from existing
operational emissions, though PM10 emissions also is notably closer to the established threshold
than the Project under this alternative. Linear estimates for the Intensified Office and Residential
Buildout Alternative buildout operational mobile emissions are still lower than the existing Project
area operational mobile emissions due to the fact that the original CalEEMod estimates assume
the use of “cleaner” vehicles in the buildout year of 2035 of the Project, compared to the
comparatively higher emission vehicles in the existing year of 2016.
Similar to the Project, the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative proposes
coordinated implementation of streetscape, pedestrian, bike path, Transportation Demand
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Measures, and transit improvements as set forth in the draft FVCSP. Under the Intensified Office
and Residential Buildout Alternative, impacts to air quality would be greater than the Project,
though both construction and operational emissions would not exceed thresholds. However,
recommended mitigation measure provided in Section 3.2, Air Quality would apply to the
Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative, and would further minimize operationrelated air quality impacts.
Overall, under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative, impacts to air quality
would be greater than under the Project, but impacts would remain less than significant with
mitigation.
Geology and Soils
Geological impacts are generally site-specific; and all new development would be required to
adhere to the most current and stringent building standards of the City’s Municipal Code and
Building Code, which adopts CBC standards by reference with local amendments. Adherence to
the municipal code and building code requirements would ensure the maximum practicable
protection available for all structures constructed in the Project area. Additionally, individual
projects would prepare site-specific geotechnical investigations in accordance with City
requirements and would be required to incorporate recommendations from the site-specific
geotechnical investigations (regarding site preparation, grading, backfill, and foundations) into the
project design.
Overall, potential impacts related to geology and soils under the Intensified Office and Residential
Buildout Alternative would be similar to those for the Project and would remain less than
significant.
GHG Emissions
The construction of new development anticipated to occur under the Intensified Office and
Residential Buildout Alternative would result in temporary construction-related GHG emissions
comparable to the Project. Operational GHG emissions would be generated from motor vehicles,
natural gas consumption, solid waste handling and electricity generation. However, under the
Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative, motor vehicle trip generation, energy
demand, and emissions from building operations would be incrementally increased above that of
the Project to approximately 34,6651,734.02MTCO2e. Pursuant to SCAQMD methodology,
construction-related emissions for the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative are
amortized over an anticipated 30-year period to provide an average annual estimate of
approximately 1,1551,232.90 MTCO2e/year, greater than the Project’s unmitigated amortized
construction emissions (9631,027.42 CO2e/year) (Table 5-12).
As the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would result in increased
development compared to the Project area, total GHG emissions from operations are anticipated
to be increased. This alternative would also include FVCSP mitigation measures and land use
types would remain generally consistent. Based on an applied linear increase in operational GHG
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emissions by 20 percent, total estimated GHG operational emissions under this alternative would
be increased from the net 1,445.023,393.74 MTCO2e/year of unmitigated operational emissions
anticipated to occur under the Project to an estimated 1,734.027,319.86 MTCO2e/year, for a net
increase of 289.03,926.13 MTCO2e/year under this alternative (Table 5-12). As such, annual
GHG emissions resulting from construction and operation of the Intensified Office and Residential
Buildout Alternative are anticipated to be belowabove the 10,0003,000 MTCO2e/year threshold.
However, per capita GHG emissions for this alternative are less than SCAQMD Tier 4 GHG
emissions for service population (Table 5-13). The Intensified Office and Residential Buildout
Alternative would implement the same sustainability measures, GHG reduction goals, SCAQMD
Rules and regulations, and mitigation measures as the Project. As the mitigation measures which
are applied to the Project were estimated to reduce construction and operation GHG emissions
to a level well below established SCAQMD thresholds, implementation of these same mitigation
measures under this alternative are similarly anticipated to reduce this alternatives GHG
emissions to a level of insignificance. Similar to the Project, the Intensified Office and Residential
Buildout Alternative is not anticipated to conflict with any City environmental policies after
implementation of all mitigation measures supplied in Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
Overall, impacts to GHG emissions under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout
Alternative would be greater than under the Project. However, estimatedimplementation of
mitigation measures provided in Section 3.2, Air Quality are anticipated to reduce GHG emissions
below the SCAQMD significance threshold, and impacts are considered less than significantwould
remain less than significant with mitigation.
Table 5-12.

Total Unmitigated GHG Emissions from Construction and Operation of the
Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative
Project Unmitigated
Annual Net GHG
Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

Intensified Buildout
Unmitigated Annual Net
GHG Emissions
(MTCO2e/year)

Difference in Intensified
Buildout Alternative from
Project Unmitigated GHG
Emissions

126.18 127.08

151.42 152.50

25.24 25.42

Energy

10,433.59 10,507.32

12,520.31 12,608.78

2,086.72 2,101.46

Mobile

-8,136.16 -8,118.46

-6,508.93 -6,494.77

-1,627.23 1,623.69

Waste

-1,024.02 122.65

-819.22 147.18

-204.80 24.53

Water

45.43 755.14

54.52 906.17

9.09 151.03

Total

1,445.02 3,393.74

1,734.02 7,319.86

289.00 3,926.13

Amortized
Construction
Emissions

1,027.42 1,029.56

1,232.90 1,235.47

205.48 205.91

Total

2,472.44 4,423.30

2,966.92 8,555.33

494.48 4,132.04

Yes (Unmitigated) No

Yes (Unmitigated) No

Category
Area

Significant?
Note:
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Table 5-13.

Combined Annual GHG Emissions for the Intensified Office and Residential
Buildout Alternative Compared to SCAQMD Tier 4 Threshold

Annual GHG Emissions by
Category

Project Annual GHG Emissions
(MTCO2e/year)

Intensified Buildout Annual GHG
Emissions (MTCO2e/year)

Net Operational Emissions

3,393.74

7,319.86

Construction Emission
(Amortized over 30 years)

1,029.56

Total Combined Emissions

4,423.30

Service Population
(employees + residents)

3,507

Emissions per Service
Populations (MTCO2e/year)

1.26

GHG Emission Tier 4
Threshold

3.0

Above Threshold?

No

Notes:

1,235.47
8,555.33
4,175
2.05
3.0
No

The service population for the Project was calculated by considering the estimated new employment and
residential population generated by buildout of the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative. See
discussion of Population and Housing impacts, below

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Construction activities are anticipated to occur under the Intensified Office and Residential
Buildout Alternative, which would involve demolition, grading and excavation that could potentially
result in the accidental release of hazardous materials. Based on the age of many existing
buildings within the Project area, construction workers and the public could be exposed to lead
and asbestos that are present within structures to be demolished. Asbestos, lead, or other
hazardous material would be removed and disposed of prior to demolition, in compliance with all
pertinent regulations for the handling of such waste including the City’s Municipal Code (Title 20)
and California Department of Industrial Relations Division of Occupational Safety and Health.
Similar to the Project, future development anticipated to occur under the Intensified Office and
Residential Buildout Alternative would utilize limited quantities of potentially hazardous materials
consisting of typical maintenance products (e.g., paints, fuels/lubricants, cleaning solvents,
adhesives, sealers, pesticides/herbicides). These potentially hazardous materials are common in
urban areas and already occur within the Project area. The limited transport, storage, and disposal
of hazardous materials is subject to applicable federal, state, and local regulations to reduce the
risk of accidental spills, leaks, fire, or other hazardous conditions.
Unlike the Project, the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would include greater
amounts of housing within the Project area. However, any potentially hazardous construction or
operation activities within the Project area as described above would be primarily contained within
industrial and office areas, though with a greater amount of units and associated potential
population, the likelihood for potentially adverse impacts from hazards and hazardous materials
would increase compared the Project.
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Overall, impacts to hazards and hazardous materials under the Intensified Office and Residential
Buildout Alternative would be slightly greater than those described under the Project, but impacts
would remain less than significant given compliance with statutory requirements related to
hazardous materials usage and waste.
Hydrology and Water Quality
The Project area is already largely developed with impermeable surfaces and as such, anticipated
development under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would not increase
runoff or alter drainage patterns. Runoff would be routed to the same treatment facilities and storm
drains as under the Project.
Similar to the Project, stormwater runoff from future development under the Intensified Office and
Residential Buildout Alternative would be managed consistent with the provisions of the NPDES
permit, which requires that new development projects to incorporate LID measures to reduce the
amount of pollutants washing off the site and to maintain pre-development surface water runoff
rates. Existing regulations require that new projects implement LID and BMPs to reduce urban
polluted runoff. Each project developed under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout
Alternative would be required by the City to prepare an erosion and sediment control plan, and
for projects greater than one acre, comply with the provisions of a Construction General
Stormwater Permit.
Overall, with compliance with existing regulations, impacts to hydrology and water quality under
the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would be similar to the Project, and
would remain less than significant.
Land Use
The Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would retain portions of the Project
area’s industrial and commercial land uses, but would include development standards that would
result in intensification of these uses with greater development and increased allowable
residential units. The Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would not physically
divide an established community. Intensified land uses under this alternative have the potential
to physically or functionally conflict with adjacent residential land uses due to increases in
densities that could result increased building heights, mass and scale, FARs, and/or increased
compatibility issues (e.g., increases in traffic, noise, nighttime lighting, etc.). As discussed in the
Aesthetics and Visual Resources analyses for this alternative, given the increased potential for
greater massing, scale, and height, greater visibility including night lighting would occur under this
alternative and would be highly visible from surrounding residential neighborhoods. This impact
could result in potentially significant land use compatibility issues. Additionally, intensification of
building within the Project area would result in an attributable increase in traffic congestion along
local roadways and freeway facilities compared to the Project, as described below in Section
5.4.3.1, Transportation and Circulation. As such, this alternative has the potential to be
inconsistent with local and regional plans and policies designed to promote regional mobility and
ensure the provision of adequate transportation.
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Overall, impacts to land use under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative
would be greater compared to the Project, and would potentially significant and unavoidable.
Noise
Similar to the Project, construction activities anticipated to occur under the Intensified Office and
Residential Buildout Alternative would have the potential to generate temporary noise and
groundborne vibration that could affect nearby sensitive receptors. Construction projects would
occur incrementally over time as individual projects develop in various locations, with associated
noise temporarily and intermittently affecting localized areas. However, similar to the Project
construction activities would be temporary and adherence to the project mitigation measure MM
N-1, Construction Noise Management Plan, and City’s Municipal Code such as limited hours of
construction, would ensure that noise levels would not cause significant impacts to sensitive
receptors or damage to buildings.
The Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would result in greater development
compared to the Project, and therefore noise from operational sources, such as motor vehicle
trips, large ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems and commercial delivery operations
would be increased. However, operational noise under this alternative would be within the existing
range of ambient noise (e.g., I-405, City thoroughfare roads) levels within the Project area.
Overall, noise and vibration impacts under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout
Alternative would be slightly greater compared to the Project, but impacts would remain less than
significant.
Population and Housing
Compared to the Project, increased development under the Intensified Office and Residential
Buildout Alternative would result in increased population and employment growth. Anticipated
employment under this alternative would increase approximately 20 percent from 2,063 jobs
projected under the Project to approximately 2,476 jobs. This job growth is consistent with the
General Plan and ABAG projections for the City.
Based on the existing household size of the City, this future workforce would require up to 839
housing units, which is more than the proposed units under the Project or this alternative. This
alternative would increase the amount of residential units up to 589 units and would result in an
associated residential population growth of approximately 1,699 persons. This alternative would
further exacerbate the jobs/housing ratio in the City and would increase the housing need;
however, housing needs not absorbed by the City would be met within the surrounding suburban
area.
Overall, impacts related to population and housing under the Intensified Office and Residential
Buildout Alternative would be greater compared to the Project, but would remain less than
significant.
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Public Services
Increases in employee/visitor populations in the Project area under the Intensified Office and
Residential Buildout Alternative would increase the demand on police and fire protection services,
public schools, and parks. Under the Higher Intensity Buildout Alternative, the forecasted growth
in the Project area would be greater than that of the Project and associated impacts to public
services would be increased. The population growth anticipated under this alternative is not
expected to result in the need for additional police and fire department facilities; however,
increases in population and development under this alternative would lead to an incremental
increase in the number of calls and incidents within the Project area, and has the potential to
incrementally increase demand on police and fire protection. Individual developers within the
Project area would be required to pay development fees that would assist to offset impacts to
public services.
Overall, impacts to public services under Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative
would be slightly greater compared to the Project, but would remain less than significant.
Transportation and Circulation
Greater development potential under the Higher Intensity Buildout Alternative would result in more
construction-related traffic associated with potential future projects and would incrementally
contribute to increased congestion and disruption of travel routes within the vicinity. While each
future project’s contribution would be temporary and short-term, ongoing construction would
periodically affect circulation in the Project area. Mitigation measure T-1a would apply under this
alternative, requiring a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan, to ensure that circulation on the local
street network would not be adversely affected.
With more development potential and greater employment generation under this alternative, trip
generation would be 20 to 30 percent greater than the 3,651 AM peak hour trips and 4,935 PM
peak hour trips estimated to occur under the Project (see Table 5-14). Based on the methodology
for determining Project intersection impacts in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and
Traffic, this alternative would result in greater LOS impacts to at least three study intersections:
1) Talbert Avenue & Mt. Washington Street, 2) Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405
Ramps, 3) Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps. Additionally, under this
alternative, increased traffic generated by buildout of the proposed Specific Plan would result in
increased congestion at least 11 mixed-flow freeway segments. Further, implementation of this
alternative, in conjunction with I-405 Improvement projects, localized traffic congestion along
roadways, intersections, and mixed-flow freeway segments would be further exacerbated.
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Table 5-14.

Project vs. Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative Peak Hour
Trips

Land Use
Retail, Office,
Industrial, and
Warehouse
Commercial
Residential Units

Intensified Office and Residential
Buildout Alternative

Project
Development

AM Peak
Hour

PM Peak
Hour

Development

AM Peak
Hour

PM Peak
Hour

+258,010 sf

3,401

4,631

+501,236 sf

4,081

5,557

+491 units

250

304

+589 units

300

365

3,651

4,935

4,381

5,922

Total
Source: Appendix E.

Overall, impacts to transportation and circulation under the Intensified Office and Residential
Buildout Alternative would be greater than the Project, and would continue to be significant and
unavoidable.
Utilities and Energy Resources
Development anticipated to occur under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative
would result in increased demand on utilities due to an additional approximate 501,236 sf of
additional office and industrial space within the Project area, in addition to a greater amount of
residential uses. As such, utility demand would be greater than the Project. Compared to the
Project, introducing a heightened residential water demand for approximately 255 additional
people would increase water demand by approximately 25,245 gpd. Based on a linear 20 percent
increase in development, the total water demand under this alternative would be approximately
599,826 gpd, or approximately 99,971 gpd more than the Project. Similar to the Project, the
increased demand for water would have the potential to result in the need for new or expanded
water infrastructure and/or water supplies. Though redevelopment would result in a projected net
increase in water demand, the MWDOC and the City anticipate their ability to meet full service
demands through 2040. Implementation of MM UT-3, requiring a FVCSP Utility Financing
Program would reduce this impact and ensure adequate funds are available for improvements to
water utility infrastructure. In addition, increasing reliance on recycled water, City mandated water
efficiency requirements, water conservation measures, and implementation of higher efficiency
systems would contribute to decreased water demands within the Project area.
Wastewater produced by development under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout
Alternative would meet RWQCB requirements through treatment at the OCSD. This treatment
plant utilizes primary and secondary treatment and has the ability to accommodate 320 mgd of
wastewater and currently treats an average of 115 mgd. The total increase in water demand
increase from the existing buildout would be approximately 173,839.4 gpd, or approximately 0.174
mgd, which would be accommodated by the OCSD. Compared to the Project, development under
the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would increase water demand by
approximately 28,973.2 gpd. Additionally, similar to the Project, utility line segments would be
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upgraded and installed as needed on an individual project basis. Further, mitigation for the
FVCSP Utility Financing Program would reduce impacts to wastewater infrastructure.
The amount of solid waste generation under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout
Alternative would be approximately 1,012 pounds per day (lbs/day) more than the Project. The
total estimated additional solid waste generated from this alternative would be approximately
5,841.24 lbs/day, equating to approximately 2.92 tpd. As the City is served by solid waste disposal
facilities with a current throughput of 6,800 tpd capable of accommodating up to 11,500 tpd, the
increase of waste estimated under this alternative would be accommodated by sufficient
remaining capacity.
Development actions under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative may also
incrementally increase or decrease the demand for regional electric and natural gas production
and distribution facilities. These facilities are operated and maintained by private utility companies
that plan for anticipated growth and expand as needed to meet demand, consistent with
applicable local, state, and federal regulations.
Overall, impacts to utilities under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would
be greater than the Project, but would remain less than significant with mitigation as increased
utility demands are not expected to constrain the service capabilities of existing service systems.
Tribal Cultural Resources
Potential impacts to the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative to tribal cultural
resources would be similar to the Project since excavation for construction of projects would occur
in a similar manner. Mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce potentially significant
impacts to inadvertent discoveries of tribal cultural resources, including pre-construction training,
and in the case of an inadvertent discovery, the City selected registered professional
archaeologist (RPA) and Native American Monitor would be contacted to assess the resource
and the Treatment Plan would be implemented.
Overall, impacts to cultural resources under this alternative would be similar to the Project, and
impacts would continue to be less than significant with mitigation.
5.4.3.2

Attainment of Project Objectives

The Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would attain most of the key Project
Objectives through implementation of policies and development standards within the Project.
These development standards and policies would be aimed at attracting high-value office
development along I-405, generating employment in the Project area, strengthening and providing
opportunities for small-scale businesses in existing developed locations, improving the visual
characteristics of the Project area through architectural and landscaping, and developing the City
Activity Center. Increased residential unit development would further facilitate growth of the
Project area office building initiatives, in addition to the City center concept. However, the Project
Objective to improve multi-modal accessibility and improve circulation of traffic within the district
would be more difficult under this alternative due to a higher amount of buildout and associated
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travel by members of the workplace and residents. Overall, this alternative would meet most of
the Project Objectives.

5.4.4

Identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR identify the Environmentally Superior
Alternative to the proposed project from among the alternatives analyzed. If the No Project
Alternative is found to be environmentally superior alternative, the EIR also identifies an
Environmentally Superior Alternative from among the other alternatives. Table 5-15 provides a
summary comparison of the likely environmental impacts of the three alternatives with those of
the Project. Per CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(d), “The EIR shall include sufficient information about
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed
project.”
None of the alternatives analyzed (other than the No Project Alternative) were found to reduce
any significant and unavoidable impact to a less than significant level; furthermore, no impact
classifications change between alternatives analyzed. The No Project Alternative is eliminated
from consideration as the Environmentally Superior Alternative as this alternative would not meet
any of the key Project Objectives. The Environmentally Superior Alternative for the Project is
identified as the Project. On balance, the Project meets more key Project Objectives than the No
Housing Alternatives, while it results in less impacts to the environment than the Intensified Office
and Residential Buildout Alternative. Although, the Intensified Office and Industrial Buildout
Alternative would also meet most of the Project Objectives, it would result in greater impacts to
Air Quality, GHG Emissions, Land Use, Population and Housing, Transportation, and Utilities due
to greater development densities. The Lead Agency retains the authority to identify the
Environmentally Superior Alternative based on the evidence in the EIR, agency and public input,
Lead Agency standards and policies, and the Lead Agency’s independent decision-making.
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Table 5-15.

Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Impact
Aesthetics and
Visual
Resources

Proposed
Project
Less than
Significant

No Project

No Housing

Similar and
slightly greater
(Less than
Significant)
Less (Less than
Significant)

Similar (Less than
Significant)

Air Quality

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation

Geology & Soils

Less than
Significant
Less than
Significant with
Mitigation

Similar (Less
than Significant)
Less Similar
(Less than
Significant)

Hazards and
Hazardous
Materials
Hydrology and
Water Quality
Land Use and
Planning

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Less than
Significant
Less than
Significant with
Mitigation

Less (Less than
Significant)
Similar (Less
than Significant)
Incrementally
Greater (Less
than Significant)

Noise

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation

Incrementally
Less (Less than
Significant)

Population and
Housing

Less than
Significant

Less (Less than
Significant)

Public Services

Less than
Significant

Less (Less than
Significant)

Transportation,
Circulation, and
Traffic

Significant and
Unavoidable

Less Greater
(Significant and
Unavoidable)

Less than
Significant

Less (Less than
Significant)

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Yes

Greater
(Significant and
Unavoidable)
No

Greenhouse
Gas Emissions

Utilities and
Energy
Resources
Tribal Cultural
Resources
Project
Objectives Met?
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Incrementally Less
(Less than
Significant with
Mitigation)
Similar (Less than
Significant)
Incrementally Less
or Similar Less
(Less than
Significant with
Mitigation)
Similar (Less than
Significant with
Mitigation)
Similar (Less than
Significant)
Incrementally
Greater (Less than
Significant with
Mitigation)
Incrementally Less
(Less than
Significant with
Mitigation)
Less (Less than
Significant)
Incrementally less
(Less than
Significant)
Similar
Incrementally Less
(Significant and
Unavoidable)
Less (Less than
Significant)
Similar (Less than
Significant with
Mitigation)
Objectives Partially
Met

Intensified Office
and Residential
Buildout
Greater (Significant
and Unavoidable)
Incrementally
Greater (Less than
Significant with
Mitigation)
Similar (Less than
Significant)
Incrementally
Greater (Less than
Significant with
Mitigation)
Similar (Less than
Significant with
Mitigation)
Similar (Less than
Significant)
Greater (Significant
and Unavoidable)
Similar or
Incrementally More
(Less than
Significant)
Incrementally
Greater (Less than
Significant)
Incrementally
Greater (Less than
Significant)
Greater (Significant
and Unavoidable)
Greater (Less than
Significant)
Similar (Less than
Significant with
Mitigation)
Most Objectives Met
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8.0

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Section 8.0 is organized as follows:
8.1 Introduction
8.2 Format of the Response to Comments: This section describes the format and
organization of the comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
and the responses to those comments.
8.3 Index of Comments Received on the Pre-recirculation Draft EIR: This section provides
a list of the comments received on the pre-recirculation Draft EIR by a member of the
public, agency, company, or organization, and lists the unique number for each
commenter.
8.4 Response to Comments on the Pre-recirculation Draft EIR: This section provides
individual responses to comments provided in letters and oral testimony.
8.5 Index of Comments Received Following Release of the Pre-recirculation Final EIR
and Partial Recirculated Draft EIR: This section provides a list of comments received on
the pre-recirculation Final EIR and during public comment on the Partial Recirculated Draft
EIR by members of the public, agency, company, or organization, and lists the unique
number for each commenter.
8.6 Response to Comments Received Following Release of the Pre-recirculation Final
EIR and Partial Recirculated Draft EIR: This section provides individual responses to
comments provided in letters.
8.7 Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Transportation Impact Analysis Errata:
This section summarizes changes to the Transportation Impact Analysis regarding design
modifications to the Improvements to the Interstate 405 (I-405) southbound ramps at Ellis
Avenue. See also Appendix E.

8.1

INTRODUCTION

Comments received during the 45-day public comment period for the pre-recirculation Draft EIR
beginning in January 2017, which was extended for an additional two days to account for the
February holiday schedule, ending February 22, 2017, included written comments from 7
agencies, 2 Native American Tribes, 4 corporate (attorney and business owners), and 33
individuals. Oral testimonies were received from 2 City Council members and 13 members of the
public during the City Council Meeting on January 25, 2017. The pre-recirculation Final EIR was
released in April 2017, and 3 commenters summited comment letters on the pre-recirculation
Final EIR. In addition, following release of the pre-recirculation Final EIR, the City recirculated
several sections as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR in response to comments received
on the pre-recirculation Final EIR. The Partial Recirculated Draft EIR was made available for
public review and comment from October 6, 2017 to November 20, 2017. Pursuant to CEQA
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
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Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the City requested that reviewers limit their comments to the
revised chapters or portions included in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The City also requested that
reviewers not make new comments on previous information not included in the Recirculated Draft
EIR, as the City need only respond to comments that relate to the recirculated portions of the EIR.
In accordance with 2017 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Statute and Guidelines,
this section provides a written response to each of these received comments, and describes any
revisions to the EIR due to accepted comments and suggestions as well as reasoned analysis in
response to specific comments and suggestions that were not accepted.
The focus of the responses to comments is the disposition of significant environmental issues that
are raised in the comments, as specified by Section 15088(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines.
Detailed responses are not provided to comments that only address the social or economic merits
of the proposed Project, which CEQA does not treat as significant effects on the environment
pursuant to Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines. When a comment is not directed to an
environmental issue, the response indicates that the comment will be forwarded to the appropriate
decision makers for review and consideration.
The Revised Final EIR for the Project consists of: (1) the original pre-recirculation Final EIR dated
April 2017 (with the exception of the recirculated portions of the Final EIR), (2) Partial Recirculated
Draft EIR, (3) comments to the original Program Draft EIR, pre-recirculation Final EIR, and the
Partial Recirculated Draft EIR received during the public review periods, and responses to (i)
comments received during the initial circulation period that relate to chapters or portions of the
original Program Draft EIR and the pre-recirculation Final EIR that were not revised or
recirculated, and (ii) comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the chapters
or portions of the pre-recirculation Final EIR that were revised and recirculated; and (4)
corrections or additions to the Final EIR and Partial Recirculated EIR. Any changes to the text of
the pre-recirculation Final EIR and Partial Recirculated Draft EIR to correct information, data, or
intent, other than minor typographical corrections or minor working changes, are noted in the
Revised Final EIR as changes from the pre-recirculation Final EIR and Partial Recirculated Draft
EIR. Where a comment results in a change to the text of these documents, a notation is made in
the response indicating that the text is revised. Changes in the EIR text are signified by strikeouts
(strikeouts) where text is removed and by underline font (underline font) where text is added. If
text is added where the font is already bold or underlined, additions are noted using underlined
bold font (underlined bold font).

8.2

FORMAT OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comments received on the Draft EIR are organized by written comments, then oral testimonies.
Each comment letter or e-mail, and testimony is assigned a unique number with each comment
individually numbered as well. Individual comments and issues within each comment letter or email are numbered individually along the margins in Section 8.3 and Section 8.5. For example,
Comment 2-1 is the first substantive comment in Comment Letter 2; “2” represents the
commenter; the “1” refers to the first comment in that letter.
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8.3

INDEX OF COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PRE-RECIRCULATION DRAFT
EIR

Table 8-1 lists all agencies, organizations, companies, coalition, and individuals that provided
written and oral comments on the pre-recirculation Draft EIR. As described above, each comment
letter was assigned a unique number.
Table 8-1.

Index of Comments Received on the Pre-recirculation Draft EIR

Commenter
Number

Name of Commenter

Comment and
Response to
Comment Location

Agency and Tribal Consultations
1

Maureen El Harake – California Department of Transportation

8-8

2

Gayle Totton – Native American Heritage Commission

8-15

3

Andrew Salas, et. al. – Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh
Nation (1)

8-22

4

Andrew Salas – Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation

8-25

5

Carla Dillon – Orange County Sanitation District

8-32

6

Dan Phu – Orange County Transportation Authority (1)

8-34

7

Ivan Orozco – City of Santa Ana, Planning & Building Agency

8-39

8

Raja Sethuraman – City of Costa Mesa, Development Services
Department

8-44

9

Marsha Westropp – Orange County Water District

8-46

Individual and Corporate Letters
10

George Sakioka – Sakioka Company, LLC

8-50

11

Ginetta Giovinco – Fountain Valley United (1)

8-57

12

Jean Howard

8-96

13

Nicki and George Leech

8-100

14

Augie Lascola

8-102

15

Jim Snyder – Lee & Associates

8-111

16

Joe Erickson – Isidore C. Meyers – Joseph A. Erikson Properties,
Inc./ICM-JAE Investments, Ltd.

8-113

17

Michael Wellborn

8-116

18

Anthony Petrucelli

8-121

19

Leo LeMieux

8-134

20

Michael White

8-137

21

Peggy Partnoff

8-139

22

Augie Lascola

8-142

23

Michael Wellborn

8-156

24

Scott Barnard – Barnard Ventures, LLC

8-161
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Table 8-1.

Index of Comments Received on the Draft EIR (Continued)

Commenter
Number

Name of Commenter

Comment and
Response to
Comment Location

25

Laurel Golden

8-166

26

Robert and Beverly Cielnicky

8-168

27

Patrick Tucker

8-171

28

Andrea Marshall

8-173

29

Mary Ann Aliano

8-179

30

Rebecca Captain

8-181

31

Tracy Pagtulunan and Eric Schrieber

8-183

32

Harry

8-185

33

J. Smolinski

8-187

34

The Millers

8-189

35

Robert Iannone

8-191

36

Cari Swan

8-193

37

Gayle McLean

8-196

38

Vic and Nancy Jones

8-198

39

William Stivers

8-200

40

Jan Fusillo

8-202

41

Lisa Cox

8-204

42

Pamela Raidy

8-206

43

George

8-208

44

Kim Constantine (1)

8-210

Oral Testimonies at Public Hearing (January 25, 2017)

8-4

45

John Collins – City Mayor

8-238

46

Cheryl Brothers – City Council Member

8-238

47

Patrick Kinsey

8-238

48

Kim Constantine

8-239

49

Shari London

8-239

50

Marti Cape

8-239

51

John Etheridge

8-239

52

Kathleen Rockney

8-240

53

Lynn Seeden

8-240

54

Matt Taylor

8-240

55

Elaine Sinclair

8-240

56

Steven Schwartz

8-240

57

Dallas London

8-241
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Table 8-1.

Index of Comments Received on the Draft EIR (Continued)

Comment
Number

8.4

Name of Commenter

Comment and
Response to
Comment
Location

58

Anthony Petrucelli

8-241

59

Bob Cielnicky

8-241

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PRE-RECIRCULATION DRAFT EIR

The following pages contain copies of the comment letters. Presented first is a copy of the
comment letter with vertical lines indicating the extent of specific numbered comments;
subsequent pages are the corresponding numbered responses to individual comments. Each
comment is either responded to directly, provided a reference to a master comment response or
another comment response and/or a reference to changes in the EIR text to address the
comment. Master comments to topics raised in multiple comments are provided first below. In
response to comments received on the pre-recirculation Final EIR and Partial Recirculated Draft
EIR, the below Master Comment Responses have been revised. However, rather than showing
revisions in strikethrough and underline, the revised comments are provided in their entirety.
Master Comment Response 1 – Transportation Impact Analysis: The City of Fountain Valley
conducted a Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) (Appendix E) for twenty intersections and
seventeen freeway mainline segments in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. This study
measured the effects of the addition of traffic proposed by the Project. The results of the study
indicated that many of the studied locations are near or at capacity and that traffic in the area is
forecast to increase, with or without the Project. In addition, five of the study intersections and
fifteen of the study freeway segments would be significantly impacted by the Project under
existing and cumulative conditions before mitigation, including Intersection #12 (Talbert Avenue
& Mt Washington Street), Intersection #13 (MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard),
Intersection #15 (Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps), and #18 (Ellis
Avenue & Ward Street), Intersection #19 (Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps).
Mitigation measures were developed for Intersections #12, #15, #18, and #19 that will reduce the
impact to less than significant upon implementation. However, because implementation of
mitigation measures for Intersections #15 and #19 are under the control of other public agencies,
it was determined that there would be temporary significant and unavoidable impacts at these
intersections until these improvements are implemented. As discussed in revisions to Section
3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, the improvements identified under the I-405
Improvement Project are fully funded through the Federal Transportation Improvement Program
in the RTP/SCS which has identified sources of funding for these physical improvements via
existing federal, state, and local measures and programs, as is outlined in Chapter 6, Paying for
the Plan, of the Final 2016-2040 RTP/SCS. Additional funding for these improvements by the City
would not be required to ensure appropriate funding is available for improvements necessary to
address Project-related impacts to Intersections #15 and #19.
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Mitigation measures for Intersection #13, on the border of the cities of Costa Mesa and Santa
Ana, were determined to be infeasible stemming from right-of-way constraints. Such constraints
included removal of existing businesses (economic and policy infeasibility), additional
environmental impacts associated with demolition and construction, such as noise and air quality
and removal or shortening of existing sidewalks, and inconsistency with project objectives. (See
Partial Recirculated Draft EIR page 3.11-57.) In addition, mitigation measures were determined
to be infeasible for the impacted freeway segments. (See Partial Recirculated Draft EIR page
3.11-60.) It should be noted that the impacted locations would operate below acceptable level of
service standards with or without the proposed Project, as identified in the TIA and Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic. The addition of Project traffic is not forecast to impact any
of the remaining study locations, according to the Cities of Fountain Valley, Santa Ana and Costa
Mesa and Caltrans significance criteria.
Master Comment Response 2 – I-405 Improvement Project Cumulative Impacts: As is
discussed in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) and the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) adopted and
approved plans for improving the freeway on-ramp at Ellis Avenue and the I-405 freeway to add
two free movements onto a new flyover ramp just east of the existing on-ramp intersection (I-405
Improvement Project: Alternative 3). This project would remove the left-turn onto the freeway
which currently causes Ellis Avenue major congestion during the peak hours. The results of the
TIA prepared for the Project and provided as Appendix E indicate that Ellis Avenue will operate
much more efficiently as the ramp intersections are forecast to operate at Level of Service (LOS)
B. However, following release of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR for public review in October
2017, OCTA notified the City of alternative plans for improvement of the Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street
& Southbound I-405 Ramps (Intersection #19). While the EIR analysis provided in Section 3.11
continues to include discussion and analysis of the previously approved and planned
improvements, a revised transportation analysis is provided in Appendix E as an errata to the
revised August 2017 TIA, and further discussion and analysis of these revised improvements as
they relate to the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan (FVCSP) Project is provided in Section
8.7, below.
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1-6 Cont.
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1-9
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COMMENT LETTER 1 – MAUREEN EL HARAKE, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION (1)
Comment Response 1-1: Thank you for your comment. Appropriate sections of the text have
been updated accordingly. See discussion of cumulative impacts in Section 3.11.4.1 of Section
3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic. Revisions to the discussion of I-405 Improvements
has also been revised to reflect OCTA/Caltrans’ November 2017 modified design for the Ellis
Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps intersection (EIR study Intersection #19).
Comment Response 1-2: Thank you for your comment. The City will coordinate with Caltrans
accordingly.
Comment Response 1-3: Thank you for your comment. The appreciation is noted.
Comment Response 1-4: The City will continue to coordinate with OCTA and other stakeholders.
Comment Response 1-5: Thank you for your comment. The language referenced on the
comment letter was subsequently revised in the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR transportation
analysis. (See Partial Recirculated Draft EIR pages 3.11-47 and 3.11-60.) As discussed in these
revised pages:
To improve conditions and eliminate impacts, substantial freeway mainline and ramp
widening would be required. While the Cumulative analysis assumes planned and funded
improvements for freeway, additional freeway improvements are not considered feasible
at this time because (1) such improvements are unlikely to be accomplished with in a
reasonable period of time (i.e. the horizon year of the Crossings Specific Plan) and would
therefore not reduce or avoid impacts because such a project would require substantial
consultation with SCAG and Caltrans, (2) such a project will require SCAG and Caltrans
to make various policy choices to amend the RTP and related long term transportation
plans which cannot be determined at this time (e.g. funding such a suggestion could
potentially eliminate or delay other regional projects which may be of higher priority), (3)
SCAG and Caltrans would have to perform additional transportation planning to determine
the effectiveness of such a suggestion, (4) given the large scope of the suggested project,
such planning should be done on a regional level rather than based upon the needs of
individual components of the transportation system such as this specific plan. (See
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors of Santa Barbara County (1990) 52
Cal.3d 553 [“the keystone of regional planning is consistency between the general plan,
its internal elements, subordinate ordinances, and all derivative land use
decisions…Case-by-case reconsideration of regional land-use policies, in the context of
a project specific EIR, is the very antithesis of that goal.”] While such a suggestion is not
considered feasible at this time, the City will continue to study such options with SCAG
and Caltrans consistent with regional transportation planning requirements. Additionally,
due to high volume of traffic and limited right-of-way, widening required to eliminate
impacts is infeasible. Additionally, since freeways are an interconnected system, it would
not be possible, nor effective, to provide isolated spot improvements of one segment of
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the freeway where deficient operations are observed. Further, this type of infrastructure is
extremely costly and is typically infeasible for one development project to undertake.
Therefore, the identified impacts to the freeway system are significant and unavoidable.
To mitigate the impacts at the identified locations, freeway mainline widening or freeway ramps
widening would be needed which requires a complete reconstruction of the freeway in the study
area. Since freeways are an interconnected system, it would not be possible, nor effective, to
provide isolated spot improvements of one segment of the freeway where deficient operations are
observed. In addition, this type of infrastructure is extremely costly and is typically infeasible for
one development project to undertake. Lastly, the facility is not controlled by the Project applicant
or future developers, nor is it controlled by the City; as such, they could not guarantee
implementation of the mitigation measures. Therefore, the identified impacts to the freeway
system are considered significant and unavoidable.
The comment also suggests improvements to alleviate traffic congestion and address significant
traffic impact, which are inconsistent with recent Caltrans’ Interim Guidance. On November 9,
2016, Caltrans issued the Local Development Intergovernmental Review Project Interim
Guidance Implementing Caltrans Strategic Management Plan 2014-2020 Consistent with Senate
Bill (SB) 743 (Interim Guidance). This document provides guidance to Caltrans staff in regard to
commenting on local EIRs in a manner consistent with SB 743. Among other things, it suggests
that Caltrans should provide recommendations that strive to reduce VMT generation and improve
pedestrian, bike, and transit service rather than providing recommendations that primarily
accommodate motor vehicle travel. In addition, comments related to the State Highway System
should focus on VMT and not vehicle delay or a project’s effects on road capacity. The proposed
Specific Plan includes numerous policies to improve the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit systems,
to reduce trip generation through transportation demand management, and to reduce VMT, which
is consistent with the intent of SB 743 and with the intent of the Caltrans interim guidance.
Regarding the portion of the comment on fair-share contributions, the City cannot provide fairshare payments for improvements that have not yet been identified by Caltrans for the State
Highway System. (See Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131
Cal.App.4th 777 ["Nor can we sustain the conclusion that contributions to road improvement fee
programs are adequate mitigation, for there is no evidence the mitigation will take place."].)
Caltrans comment did not identify a fund that would implement a specific physical mitigation
measures to reduce or avoid the significant and unavoidable impacts disclosed in the EIR. Please
also see Response to Comment 64-11 for further details. In addition, once those improvements
have been identified by Caltrans a fee program would need to be established between multiple
jurisdictions to ensure that the remaining funding would be collected in order to construct the
desired improvements.
Comment Response 1-6: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 15. The City has informed Caltrans of the Specific Plan development throughout the EIR process,
including Caltrans in all noticing requirements for the EIR and has reached out to Caltrans
regarding improvements to the I-405, and has coordinated numerous times with OCTA.
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
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Comment Response 1-7: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 15 and 64-11.
Comment Response 1-8: The City understands that an Encroachment Permit will be required
for any and all work occurring under the Project that involves work within Caltrans Right-of-Way.
Partial Recirculated Draft EIR page 3.11-22 discussed Caltrans permitting requirements in detail,
including the MUTCD manual. The City is committed to and will continue to coordinate with
Caltrans to acquire all necessary permits for work which may overlap with Caltrans jurisdiction.
Thank you for your comment. The City will acquire encroachment permits when appropriate.
Comment Response 1-9: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 18.
Comment Response 1-10: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 18.
Comment Response 1-11: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 18.
Comment Response 1-12: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 18.
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COMMENT LETTER 2 – GAYLE TOTTON, NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
[NAHC]
Comment Response 2-1: Thank you for your comment. Section 3.14, Tribal Cultural Resources,
has been included as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR. Project potential to result in
impacts to cultural resources was assessed under the Initial Study prepared for the Project, which
is included as Appendix A of the EIR. Under the Initial Study, Within the EIR, impacts to cultural
resources were determined to be less than significant with mitigation due to the previously
disturbed nature of the site and the low potential for paleontological resources to occur in within
the City including the Project area. Further, the inclusion of mitigations for pre-construction
training, inadvertent discoveries, and data recovery standard conditions during discretionary
project review and approval, including compliance with CEQA Guidelines, Appendix K, relating to
protocols for discovery of important historic and pre-historic resources would ensure that potential
impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level. Consistent with Section 15128 of the
CEQA Statues and Guidelines, the EIR found that impacts to historic and prehistoric resources
would not be significant after mitigation. due to the findings provided in Appendix A, and further
analysis of potential impacts to cultural resources was not included. Discussion of the
determination of insignificance of impacts to cultural resources is included in Section 4.0, Other
CEQA (see Section 4.3.3). With regard to discussion of Tribal Cultural Resources, please refer to
Comment Response 2-2 below.
Comment Response 2-2: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Comment Response 21, above, discussion of impacts to Cultural Resources is included in Appendix A and Section 4.0,
Other CEQA, of the EIR. This section has been revised to include detailed discussion of
consultation process undergone by the City and local tribal agencies in compliance with Assembly
Bill 52 and Senate Bill 18. In addition, formal invitations to partake in consultation with the City on
the Project have been included in Appendix F. See also Comment Response 2-3. In response to
a number of comments received on the Draft EIR and Final EIR and in conformance with the 2017
CEQA Guidelines, a new Section 3.14, Tribal Cultural Resources, has been added to the Revised
Final EIR and was circulated to the public for review as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR.
This section of the EIR includes detailed discussion of consultation processes undergone by the
City and local tribal agencies in compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52 and SB 18. This section
includes a discussion of the historic conditions of the site, summary of the region and Project
area’s histories from a tribal Native American context, and an assessment of Tribal Cultural
Resources and the Project’s potential to result in adverse effects to such resources.
Comment Response 2-3: Thank you for your comment. Discussion of the results of consultation
with Native American Tribes has been included in Section 4.0, Other CEQA. Formal consultation
letters have been included in Appendix F. Consistent with Assembly Bill 52 and Senate Bill 18,
the City submitted formal invitations to known Native American Tribes to partake in a 90-day
consultation period with the City on the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan Project. In
compliance with AB 52, the City submitted invitations for consultation to three Tribal agencies on
October 8, 2015, based on the list of tribes that had requested notification by the City on all CEQA
projects. In compliance with SB18, the City submitted invitations for consultation to five Tribal
agencies on October 19, 2015, based on the list of contacts provided by the NAHC on October
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14, 2015. In addition, letters for the Notice of Availability and Public Hearing were submitted to
the five tribes contacted during the consultation period, inviting these agencies to partake in the
public comment period held for the Project. A total of two comment letters were received from the
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation – which are included as Comment Letters 3
and 4. Please refer to Comment Response 2-2. Section 3.14 describes knowledge of existing
cultural resources existing in the vicinity of the site, and addresses the potential for existing tribal
cultural resources to be within the site or vicinity.
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COMMENT LETTER 3 – ANDREW SALAS, ET. AL., GABRIELENO BAND OF MISSION
INDIANS, KIZH NATION (1)
Comment Response 3-1: Thank you for your comment. While the Project does not propose
parcel specific development activities, individual development projects under the FVCSP may
involve activities which would require a grading permit or discretionary permit review. Where
individual development projects may involve earth moving activities, such projects would be
subject to the existing City review process, which would determine the need for onsite grading or
cultural monitors. Further, these projects would be subject to compliance with existing state laws
governing the discovery of human remains and subsequent notification to affected Native
American Tribes. As is discussed in under Impact TRC-1 of the newly added Section 3.14, Tribal
Cultural Resources, according to the results of the NAHC’s Sacred Lands Inventory File request
and outreach with Native American representatives, there have been no previously identified tribal
cultural resources within the boundaries of the FVCSP area or in the immediate Project vicinity.
Additionally, given the developed nature of the site and that development activities associated
with the Project would occur in previously disturbed areas, it is unlikely that tribal cultural
resources would be encountered within the Project area. However, the Project vicinity was a
favorable environment for Native American settlement. The Gabrieleño Band of Mission IndiansKizh Nation noted in a response to the City’s consultation process that the area is considered
sensitive. Therefore, it is possible that the Project area contains buried tribal cultural resources,
which could be preserved beneath the existing buildings and paved surfaces. To reduce potential
for significant adverse effects on any undiscovered tribal cultural resources within the Project
area, the EIR identifies mitigation measure MM TRC-1a, -1b, and -1c, requiring pre-construction
training for construction personnel, requirement for implementation of procedures for the
inadvertent discovery of archaeological or tribal cultural resources, and implementation of a
Cultural Resources Treatment Plan if such resources are discovered on a site. With
implementation of these mitigation measures, as well as compliance with existing regulations
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, CEQA Section 15064.5, and Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98, the Project is determined to have a residual less than significant impact
on tribal cultural resources.
Comment Response 3-2: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 3-1. MM
TRC-1b includes retention of a qualified Native American Monitor. MM TRC-1c includes
involvement of the Native American Monitor for data recovery and testing if cultural resources are
encountered. See Section 3.14.4, Tribal Cultural Resources.
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COMMENT LETTER 4 – ANDREW SALAS, GABRIELENO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS, KIZH
NATION
Comment Response 4-1: Thank you for your letter. With regard to discussion of cultural and
Tribal cultural resources, please refer to Comment Responses 2-1, 2-2, and 3-1 above.
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COMMENT LETTER 5 – CARLA DILLON, ORANGE COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT
Comment Response 5-1: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project
Description, and Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning Policies, the Project proposes a zoning
amendment for the land uses located on the southern boundary of the Project site, adjacent to
the Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD), from commercial manufacturing to mixed industrial
uses and a small portion of office uses. These uses would be largely compatible with adjacent
uses, including the OCSD property. As such, it is not anticipated that operations of the OCSD
would conflict with these uses. Additional discussion related to potential impacts on proposed land
uses and air quality resulting from standard operations of the OCSD (i.e., noise, odors, traffic, air
emissions, land use compatibility) has been included in relevant sections of the EIR. See Impact
AQ-6 within Section 3.2, Air Quality. However, impacts remain less than significant.
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COMMENT LETTER 6 – DAN PHU, ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY (1)
Comment Response 6-1: Thank you for your comment. The City has commenced and concluded
consultation with the City of Costa Mesa on how to approach potentially feasible impact mitigation
of cumulative impacts to the intersection of MacArthur Boulevard and Harbor Boulevard
(Intersection 13). Following consultation with the City of Costa Mesa, it was determined there is
insufficient right-of-way to allow additional lanes. (See Partial Recirculated Draft EIR page 3.1156.) To create additional right-of-way, the improvements would require removal of existing
businesses (economic and policy infeasibility), and create additional environmental impacts
associated with demolition and construction, such as noise and air quality and removal or
shortening of existing sidewalks, and therefore are considered environmentally infeasible. Such
modifications would also be inconsistent with the project objectives to provide for 1) new
investment that supports a successful district cluster of experiential retail, dining, and
entertainment activity in the district, 2) support of existing businesses, and 3) improved multimodal mobility. Therefore, the required improvements would be infeasible and impacts to the
MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard intersection would be significant and unavoidable.
Comment Response 6-2: Thank you for your comment. Transit existing conditions research was
conducted in 2015, and appropriate sections have been revised to match recent changes to the
system. See footnotes and comments added to Table 3.11-6 within Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic regarding changes to routes and headways.
Comment Response 6-3: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 62. Text has been revised accordingly in Section 2.2.1.3.
Comment Response 6-4: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 62. Text has been revised accordingly in Section 2.4.2.5 and Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic.
Comment Response 6-5: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 62. Text has been revised accordingly in Section 2.4.2.5.
Comment Response 6-6: Thank you for your comment. Transportation Demand Management
measures listed in the FVCSP are not limited to this list and additional strategies can be added.
See additions within Section 2.4.2.6.
Comment Response 6-7: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 66. Please note showers and changing rooms are proposed under the Specific Plan. See Section
2.4.2.6.
Comment Response 6-8: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 62. Text has been revised accordingly in Section 3.11.1.8.
Comment Response 6-9: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 62. Text has been revised as suggested in Section 3.11.1.8.
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Comment Response 6-10: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 62. Text has been revised accordingly in Section 3.11.1.7.
Comment Response 6-11: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 62. Text has been revised accordingly in Section 3.11.1.7.
Comment Response 6-12: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 62. Text has been revised accordingly in Section 3.11.1.7.
Comment Response 6-13: Thank you for your comment. The referenced document has been
reviewed and appropriate revisions to the text of the EIR have been incorporated. See Section
3.11.1.7. The identification of the Class II bike lane on Ward Street on the western boundary of
the Project area an important regional bicycle corridor is consistent with the identification and
classification provided in the OCTA Districts 1 and 2 Bikeways Strategy (2013). While the FVCSP
Project does not directly proposed improvement or enhancement of this bicycle corridor, the
FVCSP encourages the enhancement and development of existing and new bicycle facilities as
discussed under Impact T-5 in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic. Further,
future improvements and enhancements to bicycle facilities would be subject to consistency with
the District 1 and 2 Bikeways Strategy.
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COMMENT LETTER 7 – IVAN OROZCO, CITY OF SANTA ANA PLANNING & BUILDING
DEPARTMENT
Comment Response 7-1: Thank you for your comment. Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) measures have been incorporated into the plan that intend to reduce vehicle trips. The
City will continue to coordinate with OCTA and the City of Costa Mesa. The City has coordinated
with the OCTA throughout the EIR process and has held a number of stakeholder meetings with
the OCTA on traffic issues and congestion, particularly on the improvements to the I-405.
Regarding impacts to the intersection of MacArthur Boulevard and Harbor Boulevard (Intersection
#13), see Impact T-7 in Partial Recirculated Draft EIR Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation,
and Traffic. As discussed therein, mitigation measures at this intersection were determined to be
infeasible due to the removal of existing businesses (economic and policy infeasibility), additional
environmental impacts associated with demolition and construction, such as noise and air quality
and removal or shortening of existing sidewalks, and inconsistency with project objectives. (See
Partial Recirculated Draft EIR page 3.11-57.)
Comment Response 7-2: Thank you for your comment. The City contacted the City of Santa
Ana and both agencies determined that no feasible mitigation measures exist to address the
Project-related impact, while also adhering to the multi-modal policies of the City of Santa Ana.
The intersection requires additional capacity, which not only have right-of-way constraints but
would also require street widening. Such improvements would increase pedestrian crossing
distances and is against the City's Pedestrian First focus. Since these proposed measures are
incompatible with the City's goals and policies, this impact is considered significant and
unavoidable. Please also see Comment Response 7-1.
Comment Response 7-3: Thank you for your comment. The Cities of Santa Ana, Costa Mesa
and Fountain Valley have the same LOS policy of LOS D as the minimum acceptable threshold.
Appropriate sections of the text have been revised to discuss City of Santa Ana methodology, but
results of the study or impact conclusions remain unchanged. The Intersection Analysis of Section
3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic has been revised to include the City of Santa Ana.
Comment Response 7-4: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 73. The Methodology of Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic has been revised to
include the City of Santa Ana.
Comment Response 7-5: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 73. The Intersection Analysis of Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic has been
revised to include the City of Santa Ana.
Comment Response 7-6: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 73.
Comment Response 7-7: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 73.
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Comment Response 7-8: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response 73. It has been noted that the intersection of MacArthur and Harbor Boulevards is between Costa
Mesa and the City of Santa Ana, within Section 3.11.1.
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COMMENT LETTER 8 – RAJA SETHURAMAN, CITY OF COSTA MESA DEVELOPMENT
SERVICES DEPARTMENT
Comment Response 8-1: Thank you for your comment. The City has coordinated with the City
of Costa Mesa and determined that the only relevant intersection in Costa Mesa that meets their
50 peak hour trip criteria is the intersection of Hyland Avenue at MacArthur Boulevard. The City
of Costa Mesa is in the process of pursuing grant funding to increase capacity at the northbound
leg of Hyland Ave by adding a new lane which is designed to eliminate existing deficiencies at
that intersection. The City of Fountain Valley will continue to coordinate with the City of Costa
Mesa regarding this intersection and will support improvement projects at that location.
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COMMENT LETTER 9 – MARSHA WESTROPP, ORANGE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT
Comment Response 9-1: Thank you for your comment. The suggested insertions and deletions
to the text of Section 3.12, Utilities, has been reviewed, and appropriate portions of the text have
been revised.
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COMMENT LETTER 10 – GEORGE SAKIOKA, SAKIOKA COMPANY, LLC.
Comment Response 10-1: Thank you for your comment. Section 3.0, Environmental Impact
Analysis, and the cumulative impact analysis throughout the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR and
Revised Final EIR has been revised to include the Southpark Development Plan (Southpark
Specific Plan), as required by the Sakioka Development Agreement with the City, dated October
25, 1988 (recorded January 10, 1989). While buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan was not
provided in the cumulative projects list provided in Table 3.0-1 and in the consideration of
cumulative Project impacts in the Draft EIR, inclusion of this project as a cumulative project does
not represent new information requiring recirculation of the EIR. As provided in Section 15088.5
of the CEQA Statues and Guidelines,
“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 for public review
under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term ‘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 ‘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 that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.”
As provided in revised sections of the EIR, consideration of the Southpark Specific Plan buildout
in the cumulative analysis for the Project does not result in the exceedance of any thresholds, the
identification of any new significant impacts, or the inclusion of any new mitigation measures not
provided in the Draft EIR. As such, inclusion of this information does not substantiate the need
for recirculation of the EIR.
Comment Response 10-2: Thank you for your comment. For the purpose of preparation of an
EIR in conformance with CEQA Section 15125, the EIR considers and describes the
environmental setting as the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as
they existed at the time of publication of the Notice of Preparation (NOP), which occurred on
October 9, 2015 and is included in Appendix B. At the time of publication of the NOP, the portions
of the Southpark Specific Plan area located on the western boundary and adjacent to Euclid street
were either fallow or under active agricultural production, and no specific plans or applications
had been received by the City to development this area. While the Sakioka Development
Agreement of 1989 notes that the City will consider development of this site as fully development
and built out to the maximum density permitted in the Southpark Plan, for the purpose of CEQA
analysis, the Southpark Plan site is not considered as part of the existing environmental setting
and/or baseline as defined in Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. However, as discussed
in Comment Response 10-1 above, appropriate sections of the EIR have instead been revised to
include buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan area as a cumulative project and have been
accounted for in the Project’s cumulative analysis.
Comment Response 10-3: Thank you for your comment. The TIA has been revised to include
buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan - Sakioka Site under Project Buildout Year 2035. See
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Appendix E. Though, the traffic study does not explicitly list out the build out of the Sakioka
Development, t The Costa Mesa Traffic Analysis Model's land use forecasts assume growth at
the Sakioka Site consistent with full buildout. This model was used to create the traffic forecasts
which were used for the purpose of future traffic condition reporting.
Comment Response 10-4: Thank you for your comment. It is the goal of the City to honor
agreements with existing land owners and developers. With regards to revisions in the EIR to
account for buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan area, refer to Comment Response 10-1 and
10-2. The 1,000,000 square feet of development allowed under the Southpark Specific Plan Sakioka Site has been included in the EIR cumulative projects list and referenced throughout the
EIR.
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355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90071-3101
Telephone 213.626.8484 Facsimile 213.626.0078

Ginetta L. Giovinco
ggiovinco@rwglaw.com

February 22, 2017
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL (MATT.MOGENSEN@FOUNTAINVALLEY.ORG)
City of Fountain Valley
Planning and Building Department
Attn: Matt Mogensen, Planning and Building Director
10200 Slater Avenue
Fountain Valley, CA 92708
Re:

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan – Comments on Draft
Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Mogensen:
Our firm represents Fountain Valley United, an unincorporated association of
concerned citizens. On behalf of Fountain Valley United, we submit the following
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), State
Clearinghouse No. 2015101042, dated January 2017, which was prepared in
connection with the City of Fountain Valley’s (City) proposed Fountain Valley
Crossings Specific Plan (the Project or Specific Plan). As stated in the Notice of
Availability for the Draft EIR, the purpose of the Project is to provide “a general
vision, goals, and policies to guide future development and redevelopment within the
Project area over the next 20 years.”
Based on the numerous comments set forth below, Fountain Valley United believes
that the Draft EIR fails to comply with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Res. Code § 21000, et seq.), and the State
of California Guidelines for the California Environmental Quality Act (14 Cal. Code
Regs. § 15000 et seq.). Specifically, the Draft EIR fails to conform to the
requirements of CEQA, including CEQA’s public disclosure mandates. Accordingly,
Fountain Valley United requests that the City suspend any further consideration of the
Project until a Draft EIR that fully discloses, analyzes, and attempts to mitigate the
impacts of the Project has been prepared and recirculated for public review and
comment. Fountain Valley United objects to any further action by the City on the
Project until the necessary and proper environmental review has been completed.
Fountain Valley United requests that written responses to each of the following
comments be provided in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15088.
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I.

The Draft EIR Suggests Impermissible Post Hoc Rationalization

The law is clear that “before conducting CEQA review, agencies must not ‘take any
action’ that significantly furthers a project ‘in a manner that forecloses alternatives or
mitigation measures that would ordinarily be part of CEQA review for that public
project.” Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood, 45 Cal.4th 116.138 (2008); see also
CEQA Guidelines § 15004(b)(2)(B). Here, the Draft EIR suggests that the City
already has committed to approving the Project, thus rendering this environmental
review process mere post hoc rationalization.
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For example, the Draft EIR states that the Project area is “an important office and
industrial center of the City warranting a land use update” (Draft EIR, p. 2-1), thus
implying that the City has predetermined that the Project is necessary and foreclosing
the No Project Alternative at the start of this process. The Draft EIR further states,
“Following adoption by the City Council, the FVCSP [the Project] will govern land
use and development within the Project area.” (Draft EIR, p. 2-5.) Again, this
language suggests that the City has pre-committed to approving the Project regardless
of the public input and the outcome of the environmental review process.
II.

The Project Description is Neither Stable nor Finite

“An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an
informative and legally sufficient EIR.” County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71
Cal.App.3d 185 (1977). The Draft EIR fails to comply with this requirement, as it is
based upon a project description that apparently is still in flux. For example, the
Draft EIR states that the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan “will be further
modified and refined through the EIR process and by additional public comment and
will form the basis for the final FVCSP.” (Draft EIR, p. 2-5.) In what ways will the
Specific Plan be modified, and to what extent? While minor corrections are to be
expected, substantive changes in the Specific Plan will render the information in the
Draft EIR potentially inaccurate. Furthermore, if revisions to the Specific Plan are
made following the public’s review of the Draft EIR, the public will be deprived of an
opportunity to analyze and comment upon the effects of the revisions.
Please provide an explanation as to what changes are being made to the Project and
how those changes affect the information provided in the Draft EIR.
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III.

The Draft EIR’s Analysis is Flawed in Several Critical Respects

CEQA is clear: “An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to
provide decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision
which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.”
CEQA
Guidelines § 15151. The Draft EIR in its present form fails to comply with this
requirement as the analysis is flawed in several critical respects, as discussed below.
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A. Cumulative Projects
The Draft EIR states that the concurrent projects list was obtained from the City in
June 2016. (Draft EIR, p. 3.0-5.) Why was this date chosen as the cut-off point for
concurrent projects contributing to potential cumulative effects?

11-5

The Draft EIR states that these projects “are either pending or are funded and
approved.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.0-5.) What does “pending” mean? Please clarify
whether this means an application has been received, the environmental review
process has commenced, public hearings have been held, or something different.
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Given that a portion of the Project area is directly adjacent to the City’s boundary,
why are no cumulative projects from neighboring jurisdictions such as the City of
Costa Mesa listed? Plainly, the construction and operation of projects in Costa Mesa
combined with the Project could have cumulative traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas,
and noise impacts. The concurrent projects list should be revised and updated to
include, at the very least, projects from the City of Costa Mesa.
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B. Aesthetics
The Draft EIR provides a list of “key viewing locations” (KVL) (Draft EIR, Table
3.1-1) but fails to specify exactly where these are; this information is particularly
important for locations where the KVL is listed as an entire street and it is therefore
impossible to tell where along the street the KVL is. For example:


KVL 2 – Pacific Street (p. 3.1-6). Where is this roadway located and from
what direction is the photograph taken?
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KVL 3 – Talbert Avenue (p. 3.1-7). As noted in the description of this
KVL, Talbert Avenue is “a major roadway.” Where along this street is the
KVL, and from what direction is the photograph taken?

11-10



KVL 5 – Intersection of Euclid Street & Newhope Street (p. 3.1-9). The
text of this KVL describes it as KVL 4, not KVL 5. Please confirm that
this is KVL 5 or otherwise correct the information.

11-11



KVL 6 – Santa Ana River Trail (p. 3.1-10). Where along the Santa Ana
River Trail is this KVL? The text states that it is looking west onto the
Project site, but at what juncture?

11-12

Please provide a map of the exact KVLs with a complete description of the location
and the direction from which the photographs are taken.

11-13

Impact VIS-2 (p. 3.1-16) does not conform to any of the thresholds listed on pp. 3.114 through 3.1-15. Instead, it simply states that “Implementation of the Project could
result in impacts to visual resources with future development.” Given that the entire
purpose of this chapter of the Draft EIR is to analyze potential aesthetic impacts
caused by the Project, the specific focus of this impact statement is unclear. To what
threshold of significance does this correspond?

11-14

The discussion of Impact VIS-3 (pp. 3.1-17 through 3.1-18) is in no way neutral and
analytical, and instead impermissibly “reverse engineers” a less than significant
impact conclusion. The focus of the threshold of significance dealing with a change
in visual character is on addressing changes to the visual landscape, including
buildings that are out of conformity with existing conditions and which therefore may
degrade the visual landscape by changing its character. Rather than providing a
straightforward analysis of this impact here, the Draft EIR provides only subjective
and normative statements such as, “The proposed development within the region
would enhance the visual characteristics of the area. Therefore, impacts to the visual
quality and characteristics of the area within KVL 2 would be less than significant.”
(Draft EIR, p. 3.1-18.) A statement that the Project would “enhance the visual
characteristics of the area” is an opinion and not a neutral analysis. Given that the
Project would allow buildings that are significantly taller than those which currently
exist, a fair discussion of the Project’s potential degradation of visual resources due to
changing the character of the existing surroundings is warranted. Please revise the
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discussion of Impact VIS-3. Please also provide visual simulations of Project
buildout at all KVLs. While the specific detail of potential buildings cannot be
known, the size and massing – and increased height – of buildings can be represented
based on what is allowed under the proposed Specific Plan. Please provide this
information so that the public and decisionmakers can fully analyze the potential
impacts to visual resources caused by the Project.
Impact VIS-4 states that “Upon completion of construction activities, short-term
visual impacts would cease. Therefore, due to the temporary nature of construction,
impacts are considered to be less than significant.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.1-19.) Given that
the Air Quality chapter of the Draft EIR assumes construction “6 days a week
beginning in January 2018 and ending in January 2035” (Draft EIR, p. 3.2-14), please
provide support for this impact conclusion. The Aesthetics analysis here appears to
be inconsistent with the information being provided in the Air Quality section.
Impact VIS-5 concludes that the Project would not create a new source of light or
glare (Draft EIR, p. 3.1-19).
However, the Draft EIR acknowledges that
“development within the Activity Core Overlay…would substantially increase
lighting” (p. 3.1-20). Given that the Activity Core Overlay would include new
residential uses, please explain how new, taller buildings and admitted substantial
increases in lighting would not adversely affect residential uses.
The analysis of potential cumulative aesthetics impacts is incomplete and
impermissibly conflates the Project’s potential contribution to a cumulative impact
with the impact itself. The Draft EIR concludes, without any support, that although
cumulative development “would result in changes to various aspects of the area’s
character”… the “changes would not be considered adverse.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.1-21.)
What is the basis of this conclusion? There is no analysis supporting this statement.
The Draft EIR must provide a discussion of the cumulative impacts to visual
resources, reach an impact conclusion, and then discuss the Project’s contribution to
such cumulative impacts. Please revise the Draft EIR to provide a proper cumulative
impacts discussion.

11-15
Cont.

11-16

11-17

11-18

C. Air Quality
The Air Quality chapter lists SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) as being a governing regulation. (Draft EIR, p.
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3.2-11.) The entire discussion is, however, premised on an outdated document. As
noted in the Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic chapter (p. 3.11-21), the
governing plan is now the adopted 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, not the 2012-2035
RTP/SCS as stated in the Air Quality chapter. Please revise the discussion to include
the proper and current RTP/SCS.
The Draft EIR concludes that short-term, construction related air quality impacts will
be less than significant absent any mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 3.2-14.) Consequently,
it is unclear why the Draft EIR nonetheless includes mitigation measures (pp. 3.2-16
through 3.2-18). If these are not necessary, why are they included? Moreover,
characterizing the mitigation measures as “recommended” is improper; mitigation
measures must be enforceable, not simply recommended.
Impact AQ-2 relies on a false comparison to reach an impact conclusion of less than
significant. The discussion of the Project’s long-term, operational emissions states
that mobile source emissions will be substantially reduced in the future for buildout
conditions because “CalEEMod assumes the use of ‘cleaner’ vehicles in the buildout
year of 2035 of the Project, compared to the comparatively ‘dirty’ vehicles in the
existing year of 2016.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.2-19.) While this may be true, this would
occur regardless of the Project and is therefore not attributable to the Project.
Consequently, it is not a true comparison to compare current (no project) emissions
with “dirty” vehicles to future (with project) emissions with “clean” vehicles.
Instead, the Draft EIR should compare like for like – future emissions with the
Project and without the Project so it is clear whether the Project will increase
emissions. Please revise the Draft EIR and provide a correct air quality analysis.
Impact AQ-3 concludes that the Project will have a less than significant impact
because it would not conflict with the 2012 AQMP. (Draft EIR, p. 3.2-20.) This
conclusion is based entirely on the analysis in Section 3.9, Population and Housing.
We have noted several deficiencies with that chapter (see comments, infra), and those
problems carry over to this analysis as well. In short, the Project will be responsible
for nearly all of the growth projected by SCAG from 2020 to 2040. It is unrealistic
and unsupported to assume that no other growth outside of this Project will occur.
Given that, the impact conclusions in the Population and Housing section of the Draft
EIR are not supported. Please revise that section as discussed more fully below and
then revise the discussion in AQ-3 to account for the fact that there will be a

11-19
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significant population and housing impact, including the Project’s potential
inconsistency with the governing AQMP.

11-22
Cont.

The Draft EIR’s analysis of potential cumulative impacts (AQ-4, pp. 3.2-21 through
3.2-22) is flawed because it fails to actually include any analysis. The Draft EIR
states that because the Project would have a less than significant impact with respect
to short term, construction-related emissions, there necessarily will be no cumulative
impact. This does not necessarily follow. The proper analysis is to first determine,
quantitatively, whether there will be a cumulative impact from construction-related
emissions and then determine whether the Project provides a cumulatively
considerable contribution to this impact. The Draft EIR must be revised to include a
quantitative analysis of construction-related air quality impacts.

11-23

Similarly, the Draft EIR does not include any quantitative analysis of cumulative
operational air quality impacts. Stating that “operational emissions generated by both
stationary and mobile sources would not result in long-term air quality impacts, and
the impact would be less than significant” (Draft EIR, p. 3.2-22) is not an analysis, it
is an unsupported conclusion. Please provide a quantitative analysis of long-term,
operational emissions from cumulative projects and then discuss the Project’s
contribution to any impact.

11-24

Mitigation Measure MM AQ-5a requires a future Health Risk Assessment (HRA) be
prepared to measure risks associated with locating proposed sensitive land uses in
close proximity to the I-405 or operations such as distribution centers. (Draft EIR, p.
3.2-23.) This mitigation measure constitutes impermissible deferred mitigation
because it fails to provide benchmark standards. The mitigation measure states that
the HRA shall be “reviewed and approved” by the City, but based on what standard?
If the HRA discloses that a proposed land use results in a pattern of exposure to
hazardous materials and creates health risks, what next? Does the City simply
approve that report, or are certain measures required to be implemented? Please
revise this mitigation measure to explain the applicable standards for the HRAs and
what will happen if those thresholds are exceeded.

11-25

The Draft EIR concludes, on page 3.2-24, that implementation of MM AQ-5a through
MM AQ-5f “would reduce adverse effects for sensitive receptors within 500 feet of
the I-405 freeway and/or for sensitive receptors near the potential development of a
distribution center, rail yard, refinery, chrome plater, dry cleaning operation, or gas
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station.” Yet, the Draft EIR provides no support for this conclusion. Please provide
an explanation as to how the mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less than
significant levels. This requires a quantitative analysis of the actual impacts and then
an explanation of how the mitigation measures will function and why they will reduce
impacts to the degree claimed. Please revise the Draft EIR to include this
information.

11-26
Cont.

D. Geology and Soils
The Draft EIR properly contains five thresholds of significance in this section,
mirroring those found in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (Draft EIR, pp. 3.3-9
through 3.3-10). But, the Draft EIR only contains two impact area discussions.
While it appears that some of the thresholds have been consolidated into one impact
discussion, this is not entirely clear. Please revise to explain where each threshold is
discussed, and provide an impact conclusion for each individual threshold of
significance.

11-27

E. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions discussion in the Draft EIR is flawed and fails
to contain information necessary for an informed analysis of the Project.

11-28

The Draft EIR mentions the RTP/SCS (p. 3.4-10) in the regulatory section but fails to
provide any meaningful discussion of it, or even include reference to the specific
version of the plan which governs (the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS). Please revise to
include this discussion.

11-29

Of greater significance, the Draft EIR uses an incorrect threshold of significance and
includes faulty analysis in Impact GHG-1. The Draft EIR states that the Project’s
emissions are estimated to be 10,419 MTCO2e, which the Draft EIR concludes
exceed “the City’s 10,000 MTCO2e threshold.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.4-15.) The Draft
EIR then purports to mitigate the emissions to -4,768 MTCO2e so that impacts are
less than significant in the “buildout year of 2015” (Draft EIR, p. 3.4-16); we assume
that 2015 is a typo which should be 2035. There are several problems with this
analysis.
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First, the proper threshold is 3,000 MTCO2e, not 10,000 MTCO2e. While the Project
area currently may be zoned for industrial uses, the Project is proposing mixed uses
including commercial and residential uses. Consequently, the applicable threshold is
3,000 MTCO2e for mixed use projects (Draft EIR, p. 3.4-11).

11-31

Second, the Draft EIR is essentially concluding that the Project will reduce mobile
source emissions by 10,041 MTCO2e – a complete reduction of the current 4,455
MTCO2e emissions, plus a further reduction of 5,586 MTCO2e for the Project’s
“new” emissions. (Draft EIR, Tables 3.4-3 and 3.4-6.) As noted above regarding the
Draft EIR’s air quality discussion, this appears to be based on a false premise of
giving the Project credit for reducing mobile source emissions due to increased
efficiency standards – standards which would lead to a reduction in emissions
regardless of the Project. Thus, the Project should not take credit for reductions in
emissions that are not truly attributable to it.

11-32

Third, it is implausible that a Project which admittedly results in significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts, including significant adverse impacts at 11 freeway
intersections, will have a less than significant GHG impact.

11-33

Fourth, how do the proposed mitigation measures purport to reduce impacts? Please
provide a quantitative analysis of the reduction in emissions attributable to each of the
mitigation measures.

11-34

Fifth, MM GHG-1 is not enforceable. Stating that the City should ensure new
development implements City programs to reduce GHG emissions “to the greatest
extent feasible” is not creating enforceable mitigation. If the Draft EIR is relying
upon these mitigation measures to justify a less than significant impact conclusion for
GHGs, then the mitigation must be concrete and enforceable.

11-35

Impact GHG-2 is similarly flawed. The Draft EIR states that the “City does not
currently have an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.4-17.) But, the threshold is not
limited to City plans or policies; instead, the threshold asks if the Project could
conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The Draft EIR fails to include a discussion of
the Project’s consistency, or inconsistency, with applicable plans such as the 2016
RTP/SCS. Please revise to include this analysis.
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In addition, the Draft EIR fails to provide any analysis or explanation as to how the
Project would not hinder the State’s GHG reduction goals established by AB 32 and
SB 375. This is a Project that admittedly will result in significant and unavoidable
traffic impacts, including to 11 freeway intersections based on the Project alone and
14 freeway intersections based on cumulative conditions. Yet, the Draft EIR provides
no discussion of how these significant and unavoidable traffic impacts do not hinder
laws established to reduce GHGs, including mobile source emissions. The Draft EIR
is woefully deficient in discussing Impact GHG-2 and must be revised.

11-37

F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The Draft EIR notes that the Project area contains hazardous materials sites as listed
in the EnviroStar database. (Draft EIR, p. 3.-5.15.) The Draft EIR then concludes
that because the Orange County Health Care Agency would review all activities in
and around sites in the Project area, the Project would have a less than significant
impact. This constitutes impermissible deferred analysis absent some benchmark
standards and discussion of applicable regulations. Please revise this discussion to
explain how health and safety standards will be assured given the presence of
hazardous materials sites in the Project area.

11-38

G. Hydrology and Water Quality
The Draft EIR admits that downstream from the Project area is the Santa Ana River
Salt Marsh which “is designated as critical habitat for the coastal California
gnatcatcher and the San Diego fairy shrimp.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-10.) Yet,
inexplicably, Impact HYD-2 does not contain any discussion of potential adverse
impacts to this habitat. Given that storm drains on the Project site, including the
Fountain Valley Channel, “are designed to convey floodwater and surface runoff
offsite before eventually discharging to the Santa Ana River Salt Marsh and Pacific
Ocean” (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-11), where is the discussion of the potential impacts to
habitat caused by altering the drainage patterns?

11-39

H. Land Use and Planning Policies
The Draft EIR lists SCAG’s “2008 RTP” as a governing land use policy and
regulation. (Draft EIR, p. 3.7-4.) As noted elsewhere in this comment letter, the
adopted (and hence, governing) document is now the 2016 RTP/SCS, which covers

11-40

Mr. Matt Mogensen
City of Fountain Valley
February 22, 2017
Page 11
2016-2040. The Draft EIR needs to be updated to discuss the proper plan, and the
analysis (Table 3.7-1) must be revised to address all goals and policies from the
adopted 2016 plan rather than the 2008 plan, as currently included in the Draft EIR.

11-40
Cont.

As a result of the outdated RTP plan being used as the basis for the consistency
analysis included in Table 3.7-1, Impact LU-2 – which addresses potential conflicts
with applicable land use plans – is similarly incorrect. This discussion of Impact LU2 must be revised once the proper consistency analysis is completed.

11-41

In addition, the discussion in and conclusion of Impact LU-2 is not supported by
substantial evidence, and in fact is contradicted by other portions of the Draft EIR.
For example, Impact LU-2 states that “implementation of mitigation measures AQ-1a
through 1e, AQ-2, AQ-5a through 5f, GHG-1, N-1, T-1, T-2a through 2-b, and T-7a
[sic] designed to reduce potential impacts to air quality, noise, and transportation,
would ensure impacts are reduced to less than significant and ensure Project
compliance with applicable land use plans, policies and regulations.” (Draft EIR, p.
3.7-9.) This is simply not accurate. As the Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic
section discloses, the Project will result in significant and unavoidable
traffic/circulation impacts (Impact T-3, p. 3.11-39; Impact T-6, p. 3.11-47). Given
that, how will the Project be consistent with applicable land use plans, policies, and
regulations, including those plans and policies specifically designed to reduce traffic
congestion? The Draft EIR fails to provide any explanation of how the Project is
consistent with applicable land use policies, including the RTP/SCS, given that the
Project has significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.

11-42

The Draft EIR’s policy consistency summary (pp. 3.7-14 through 3.7-28) is also not
supported by substantial evidence. For example:

11-43





GVP 3.3 – the Draft EIR does not provide any discussion of environmental
justice concepts and there is no analysis of whether or how the Project is
consistent with environmental justice concepts.

11-44

SCS Goals 5 – the Project is not consistent with this policy which focuses on
reducing traffic congestion; as noted above, the Project creates additional
traffic and results in significant and unavoidable impacts to multiple
intersections.
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Policy 2.3.1 – This policy is focused on ensuring that development within
Special Study Areas – which includes the Project area – is compatible with
adjacent development. The Draft EIR asserts that the Project will “be
compatible with existing and proposed surrounding uses….” but there is no
support for this conclusion, or discussion of how the Project will be
compatible with nearby industrial and manufacturing uses.

11-46

Goal 8.1 – This General Plan goal is directed to ensuring that air quality meets
applicable standards set by the state and federal governments. The Draft EIR
concludes that the Project is “potentially consistent” with this goal. This
constitutes impermissible deferred analysis of a potential impact, and is also
not supported by substantial evidence given the flaws in the air quality and
GHG sections noted above.

11-47

Policy 8.1.2 – This policy addresses conformance with air pollution reduction
plans, congestion management plans, and transportation demand management
plans. The Draft EIR inaccurately states that the Project will be consistent
with the applicable plans because “project impacts to transportation and
circulation would be less than significant….” (Draft EIR, p. 3.7-26.) This is
not true. As noted above, the Project will result in significant and unavoidable
traffic impacts. Consequently, there is no support for the conclusion that the
Project is consistent with this policy.

11-48

Growth Management Element, Goal 1 – As noted above, the Project actually
increases traffic, and therefore it is not consistent with this goal which is to
“reduce traffic congestion.”

11-49

I. Noise
The Draft EIR states that existing noise levels were determined based on noise
measurements taken on February 15, 2011. It is not clear why a likely-outdated noise
sample was used, or even how that information is included in the Draft EIR given that
the subsequent analysis appears to focus solely on traffic as the basis of potentially
increased noise. Please provide further information regarding how the 2011 noise
data were used.
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The Draft EIR states that due to the potential concurrent construction of the Project
along with the projects noted on the concurrent project list, there could be “temporary
cumulative increases in noise levels and ground-borne vibration levels at the same
sensitive receptors as the Project. … During the time that these cumulative projects
are being constructed, the Project vicinity would experience substantial increases in
daytime noise levels.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.8-24.) The Draft EIR then concludes that
adverse noise impacts would be less than significant because construction would be
temporary and would occur during the day. This explanation appears circular and
does not grapple with the issue presented – there may be substantial noise increases at
nearby sensitive receptors due to concurrent construction of multiple projects. The
Draft EIR should be revised to quantify these impacts and discuss whether and how
compliance with the City’s noise ordinance reduces physical noise impacts to these
sensitive receptors.

11-51

The Draft EIR’s discussion of cumulative operational noise impacts suffers from the
same mistake noted elsewhere – namely, it assumes that because the Project will have
a less than significant noise impact there is no cumulative impact. This flips the
analysis; the Draft EIR should first analyze whether there is a significant cumulative
impact and then determine whether the Project is producing a cumulatively
considerable contribution. It is not sufficient simply to assert that because the Project
results only in incremental noise impacts there necessarily will be a less than
significant cumulative noise impact.

11-52

J. Population and Housing
The Draft EIR concludes that the Project will result in a less than significant
population impact. There appear to be several mistakes in reaching this conclusion.
First, the Draft EIR states that “the City has an existing population of 55,313
residents….” (Draft EIR, p. 3.9-14.) Per Table 3.9-1, this number is the 2010
population. It is reasonable to assume that the population has increased since then;
indeed, according to the United States Census Bureau, the City’s 2015 population was
56,987 (http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045216/0625380). Thus, the
City’s population already appears closer to the SCAG population projection of 57,800
for 2040.

11-53
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This Project would add 1,444 persons to the City’s population. (Draft EIR, p. 3.914.) Consequently, this Project alone would account for nearly all of the growth
anticipated in the City from 2020 to 2040 – a total of 1,500 persons. (Draft EIR,
Table 3.9-2.) The Draft EIR presents no basis for assuming that there will be no
population growth outside of this Project. Therefore, this Project’s contribution of
1,444 persons is a significant impact.

11-55

The Draft EIR avoids this conclusion by (1) comparing the growth to the 2010
population number which already has been surpassed and by (2) asserting that the
Project’s population increase “would be insignificant relative to the existing
population in the Project area.” As noted above, the 2010 population number is
outdated and the increased population caused by the Project is not “insignificant”
when it amounts to nearly the entirety of anticipated growth for the next 20 years. In
short, the Draft EIR’s conclusions are unsupported.

11-56

The Draft EIR likewise fails to provide an analysis of potential cumulative growth
impacts caused by the Project and concurrent development projects. Instead, the
Draft EIR simply states that the Project “represents a small portion of the growth
anticipated in Orange County by the year 2040.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.9-17.) The Draft
EIR should analyze the potential cumulative population impacts in the City caused by
the Project and concurrent development projects.

11-57

K. Public Services
The Draft EIR states that the Fountain Valley Police Department (FVPD) “utilizes
new technology in enforcement efforts, which has proven to decrease the rate of
traffic collisions despite an increase in population.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.10-11.) Is this a
reference to red light cameras or something else? Please provide further information
regarding this new technology and explain how it will help to ensure that the Project’s
admitted significant and unavoidable increase in traffic will not lead to additional
impacts.

11-58

The Draft EIR states that FVPD “does not currently anticipate the need for additional
resources.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.10-2.) If this changes in the future based on
development of the Project, how will that be handled? Does the City have
development impact fees that will be imposed on future specific projects?
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L. Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic
As noted throughout the traffic section of the Draft EIR, traffic and circulation
impacts are of great concern to many in the community. The Draft EIR
acknowledges that “Project construction activities could create potentially significant
short-term impacts along major access routes in the Project area and surrounding
vicinity.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.11-31.) In response, the Draft EIR proposes mitigation
measure MM T-1, which in turn requires future development applicants to prepare a
construction impact management plan (CIMP).

11-60

Please provide further information regarding the benchmark standards for the CIMP.
What standards must be achieved for the CIMP to be approved? Will construction
staging be required (rather than recommended) on site? Will all potential future
development in the Specific Plan area be required to complete a CIMP, or only
projects of a certain size?

11-61

Operational impacts related to the Project are analyzed in Impact T-2, which
concludes that the Project would result in adverse impacts at three study intersections.
The Draft EIR then proposes mitigation measure MM T-2a, which requires
“preparation” of a Fountain Valley Crossings Improvement Plan (FVCIP), and
mitigation measure MM T-2b, which requires certain impact fees for improvements
(Draft EIR, p. 3.11-37 through 3.11-38).

11-62

Is the FVCIP intended to be a discretionary action? If so, what happens to the
efficacy of the mitigation measure if it is not adopted or approved? Will the City
require future developers to construct improvements under the FVCIP subject to a
reimbursement agreement, or pay a fair share contribution only?

11-63

M. Utilities
The Draft EIR asserts that the Project’s impacts on water supply will be less than
significant because supply exceeds future demand – namely, an estimated 11,800
AFY of potable water will be available at the time of buildout, approximately 1,025
AF more than current water demands. (Draft EIR, p. 3.12-24.) This conclusion lacks
substantial evidence and appears to be a false comparison. The Draft EIR states on p.
3.12-7 that “water supply is designed to perfectly meet projected water demand.”
Thus, the 11,800 AFY available at buildout is presumably already allocated prior to
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this Project. That is, if supply matches demand, then the 11,800 AFY supply is
already needed to meet a future demand before the Project’s 560.3 AFY demand is
even considered. The proper comparison must be future supply to future demand, not
future supply to current demand as the Draft EIR appears to do. The Draft EIR
should be revised to include the correct analysis.

11-64
Cont.

Similarly, the Draft EIR contains no quantitative analysis, or any analysis, of
cumulative impacts to water supply. Instead, the Draft EIR simply states that water
supply at buildout is designed to meet future water demand. This is a conclusion, not
evidence or analysis. Please revise this section to include the proper analysis.

11-65

N. Other CEQA Considerations – Growth
The Draft EIR asserts that the Project “would serve anticipated land use changes in
the Project area, and would not induce substantial new growth.” (Draft EIR, p. 4-3.)
For the reasons discussed above regarding the Population and Housing section, this
conclusion is unsupported and contradicted by information in the Draft EIR.
Furthermore, isn’t the purpose of the Specific Plan to encourage growth and
development? If so, doesn’t purported “upgrading” of improvements further that
result, such that there is a significant impact in this area?

11-66

11-67

O. Effects Found Not To Be Significant – Biological Resources
Please provide further information to support the conclusion that there will be less
than significant impacts to biological resources, particularly in light of the fact that
downstream from the Project area is the Santa Ana River Salt Marsh which “is
designated as critical habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher and the San Diego
fairy shrimp.” (Draft EIR, p. 3.6-10.)
IV.

The Draft EIR’s Alternatives Analysis is Flawed

CEQA requires that an EIR consider “a range of reasonable alternatives. The range
of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.” CEQA Guidelines
§ 15126.6(c).
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Here, the Draft EIR includes three alternatives – (1) the statutorily required No
Project Alternative, (2) a No Housing Alternative, and (3) an Intensified Office and
Residential Buildout Alternative.
Please explain why the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative is
included given that it admittedly results in similar or greater impacts than the Project
in every single impact area. (Draft EIR, Table 5-16.) This alternative appears to do
nothing to alleviate impacts caused by the Project, including the significant and
unavoidable traffic and circulation impacts that the Project will cause – indeed, it has
greater traffic impacts (Draft EIR, Table 5-15.) Consequently, there appears to be no
justification for including this alternative.

11-69

The Draft EIR also selects the Project itself as the environmentally superior
alternative. (Draft EIR, p. 5-39.) Please provide the authority for selecting the
Project as the environmentally superior alternative “among the other alternatives
[besides the No Project Alternative].” CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)(2). The
statement that the Project “meets more key Project Objectives than the No Housing
Alternatives [sic]” (Draft EIR, p. 5-39) is circular – the Project was designed to meet
the Project Objectives so of course it meets more of them than any alternative would.

11-70

If “none of the alternatives analyzed (other than the No Project Alternative) were
found to reduce any significant and unavoidable impact to a less than significant
level” (Draft EIR, p. 5-38), then why were they included? CEQA requires that
alternatives be those that “could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the
significant effects [of the Project]” (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(c)) and it is not
clear how either of the substantive alternatives meets this requirement.

11-71

Finally, why was a reduced density/smaller scale alternative not analyzed? Arguably,
such an alternative would reduce traffic impacts as compared to the significant and
unavoidable impacts caused by the Project.
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V.

The Draft EIR Must Be Revised and Recirculated

CEQA requires that an EIR be recirculated when “significant new information is
added to the EIR” prior to certification of the document. CEQA Guidelines
§ 15088.5.
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Mr. Matt Mogensen
City of Fountain Valley
February 22, 2017
Page 18
Here, given the substantial new information that must be included in the Draft EIR to
comply with CEQA, and to ensure that the City complies with its mandate under
CEQA that an “EIR is to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency
has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its action”
(CEQA Guidelines § 15003(d)), the EIR must be revised and recirculated for public
review and comment.
Fountain Valley United therefore objects to any further action on the Project until the
necessary and proper environmental review has been completed and the public has
been provided a meaningful opportunity to comment on the revised EIR.
Very truly yours,

Ginetta L. Giovinco
12975-0002\2044065v1.doc
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COMMENT LETTER 11 – MS. GINETTA L. GIOVINCO, FOR RICHARDS WATSON GERSHON,
ATTORNEYS AT LAW, REPRESENTING FOUNTAIN VALLEY UNITED (1)
Comment Response 11-1: Thank you for your comment. The basis of this introductory comment
related to CEQA compliance of the EIR is further elaborated in the comment responses provided
below. Based on these responses and the scope of analysis undertaken by this Program EIR, the
City finds the EIR was prepared in conformance with the requirements of CEQA, providing
adequate and detailed analyses related to the environmental effects of the proposed Project.
Comment Response 11-2: Thank you for your comment. Appropriate sections of Section 2.0,
Project Description, have been revised to reflect the full purpose of the Project. Inclusion of the
specifically noted language was meant to reflect the City’s Project objectives, which implements
the City’s 2013 Strategic Plan that recognizes the desire to enhance business development to a
geographic area, by defining visions and strategies to achieve compatible and supportive land
uses. The FVCSP intends to guide such development consistent in a contemporary yet
compatible manner as the General Plan and Strategic Plan. Statements have been revised to
clarify the Project’s intent to guide development of an existing area of the City to support increased
growth, additional development opportunities, and revitalization of a key center of the City. As
required by CEQA, this EIR provides objective and comparative analysis related to the Project
Alternatives, including the No Project Alternative.
Comment Response 11-3: Thank you for your comment regarding the relationship between the
Draft and Final EIRs. The CEQA process provides for opportunities to receive and consider public
comment. The very nature of a Draft EIR is to disclose information related to a Project’s potential
effects upon the environment and allow for consideration of public comments and response to
such comments, which could serve to refine elements of a proposed Project (FVCSP). Added
revisions to the EIR have not resulted in the need to substantively alter the Project, identify new
impacts or mitigations, or has resulted in changes to existing impact determinations. Per Section
15088.5 of the CEQA Statues and Guidelines,
“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 for public review
under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term ‘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 ‘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 that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.”
As These revisions serve to provide a more detailed analysis and provide further support of
existing analysis, these additions do not constitute “significant new information”, and recirculation
of the EIR is not warranted. The statute does not preclude the Lead Agency from consideration
of changes that serve to clarify or enhance a Project. Any changes to the Draft EIR are noted
within these comments responses and referenced in the Draft Revised Final EIR.

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
Revised Final EIR

8-75

8.0 Response to Comments

As previously discussed above, following release of the pre-recirculation Final EIR, the City chose
to recirculate several sections as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR in response to
comments received on the pre-recirculation Final EIR. In accordance with Section 15088.5 of the
CEQA Statutes and Guidelines, the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR was made available for public
review and comment from October 6, 2017 and November 20, 2017. The changes made to the
pre-recirculation Final EIR as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR and provided in the
Revised Final EIR are referenced in within these comment responses and provided in strikethrough and underline format.
Comment Response 11-4: As provided in the following responses, the EIR includes a complete
and adequate analysis of the environmental consequences resulting from implementation of the
Project or any of its proposed alternatives.
Comment Response 11-5: Thank you for your comment. This date was chosen as a cut-off point
for consideration of cumulative projects to allow for a stable and consistent analysis of cumulative
impacts throughout preparation of the Draft EIR. For purposes of conducting analysis, CEQA
Guidelines provides for a set baseline of the environmental setting to occur at the time of issuance
of a NOP or at the time environmental analysis is commenced if no NOP is issued (Sec. 15125).
Nothing in CEQA requires a Lead Agency to continually revise the existing setting including a
cumulative projects inventory. Likewise, nothing precludes a Lead Agency from updating
information related to the baseline. For this Project, the NOP was released on October 9, 2015
and the cumulative project was refreshed in June of 2016, upon completion of a Draft Project
Description. The list of cumulative projects was updated in September 2017 for the Partial
Recirculated Draft EIR. See Table 3.0-2 in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis. Since that
time, the City has not identified any additional reasonably foreseeable projects that have the
potential to combine with the impacts of the Project to result in cumulative impacts.
In comments received on the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR, commenters have asserted that
several other projects within the City should be considered as part of the cumulative analysis for
the FVCSP Project. Specifically, these projects include the Welbrook Assisted Living Facility
project and the Harbor Boulevard South Island Specific Plan Amendment. As part of the
September 2017 update of the cumulative projects list for the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR, each
of these projects were reviewed for consideration as part of the cumulative projects analysis.
However, upon review of these projects, it was determined that each project would have no or
negligible cumulative contribution towards a significant environmental effect when considered
with the FVCSP Project. This is largely in part due to insignificance of each of the projects. For
instance, the Welbrook Assisted Living Facility project involving the development of senior
assisted living facilities approximately 0.75-mile north of the FVCSP Project area. A Negative
Declaration for the project was prepared in November 2016 and concluded the project would not
result in any significant impacts to the environment. While the project would contribute towards
additional traffic at one of the FVCSP Project study intersection (Warner Avenue & Euclid Street
[Intersection #2]), the traffic analysis identified a project increase in intersection delay of only
0.021 V/C and 0.02 V/C during the AM and PM peak hour, respectively. Under a cumulative
setting, this increase in delay would not contribute towards significant cumulative effects under
the FVCSP Project. Further, this project is currently in plan review by the City and it is anticipated
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the project would be constructed and operational prior to issuance of the first entitlement for
development within the Project area should the FVCSP be adopted by City decision makers.
The second project referenced by commenters involves the amendment of the Harbor Boulevard
South Island Specific Plan to allow for the development of 194 affordable housing units; however,
this project site is located approximately 1.35 miles from the FVCSP Project area. A Mitigated
Negative Declaration was prepared for the project and identified less than significant impacts to
air quality and geology and soils after implementation of project mitigation. Air pollutant emissions
analysis for the project determined that construction and operational emissions would not exceed
SCAQMD CEQA thresholds prior to mitigation; however, due to the air basins non-attainment
status for particulate matter, fugitive dust, and ozone precursors, mitigation measures were
required. Given project emissions would not exceed SCAQMD CEQA thresholds, impacts would
not contribute towards a regionally significant cumulative contribution to air quality. Further,
proposed mitigation would further reduce project impacts. Impacts to geology and soils from this
project were identified due to location of the project within a seismically active area and potential
for liquefaction. Such impacts are site specific and would not contribute towards a cumulatively
considerable effect on geology or soils with regards to the FVCSP Project. In addition, given this
project’s distance from the FVCSP Project area and the negligible effects on the environment,
this project was not considered not included in the cumulative project impact analysis for the
FVCSP Project in this EIR.
Comment Response 11-6: CEQA defines cumulative projects as past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects producing related or cumulative impacts. A “pending” or reasonably
foreseeable project can include either a pre-application or a formal application for development
to a public agency. The pending status indicates that the application is in process and the City
has not rendered a decision to either approve or deny the development request. The cumulative
projects defined in the EIR represents a set of such projects. Clarification has been provided in
the notes of Table 3.0-2 in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis.
Comment Response 11-7: Thank you for your comment. When the cumulative projects list was
prepared, adjacent city (including the cities of Costa Mesa, Santa Ana, and Huntington Beach)
and county projects were considered. However, projects proposed by adjacent cities or the county
were not determined to contribute towards related or cumulative impacts with regard to the
Project. Relevant projects in adjacent jurisdictions have been added to the cumulative projects
list for the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR. See Table 3.0-2 in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact
Analysis. Note that, as required by CEQA, only projects that would have the potential to contribute
to cumulative impacts in the vicinity of the Fountain Valley Specific Plan have been included in
Table 3.0-2.
Comment Response 11-8: Thank you for your comment. A description of the location of each
Key Viewing Locations (KVLs) is provided in Table 3.1-1 of Section 3.1, Aesthetics. However, this
discussion has been revised to provide additional details on the location and orientation of these
KVLs. In addition, to provide further clarification on the location of listed KVLs used for the analysis
of Project impacts to aesthetic and visual resources, a figure depicting the location and orientation
of these key viewing locations has been included in Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources.
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Comment Response 11-9: Thank you for your comment. In addition to the EIR narrative within
Table 3.1-1, additional discussion of the location and orientation of each KVL has been provided
in Table 3.1-1 in Section 3.1, Aesthetics. Refer also to Comment Response 11-8.
Comment Response 11-10: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
11-9.
Comment Response 11-11: Thank you for your comment. The description of KVL 5 as provided
in Table 3.1-1 has been revised to provide an accurate and detailed description of the location
and orientation of this KVL.
Comment Response 11-12: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 11-9.
Comment Response 11-13: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 11-8.
Figure 3.1-1 within Section 3.1, Aesthetics contains a map of the identified KVLs.
Comment Response 11-14: Thank you for your comment. While specific thresholds of
significance are provided to guide and support the identification and conclusion of potential
impacts of the Project, impacts identified of the Project incorporate and/or supplement thresholds
of significance. Impact VIS-2 generally classifies the Project-wide impacts of future development
on aesthetic and visual resources located within or near the site, and can be directly related to
the third threshold of significance provided in Section 3.1.3.1, which addresses impacts that may
result in the degradation of existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
Comment Response 11-15: Thank you for your comment. Impact VIS-3 acknowledges and
evaluates the change to the existing character and setting of the Project site, which is
characterizes as principally a mix of industrial uses with commercial services, low-scale
landscape profiles, and a region that includes a number of warehouses and concrete tilt-ups
installed in the 1970s. The City’s Strategic Plan of 2013 included actions to enhance the economic
development potential of the Project area through renewing the previous vibrant land uses with a
new urban design framework. Further, CEQA Guidelines Appendix G provides thresholds of
significance for Aesthetics analysis and includes Threshold C, which states a project, “would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.” The
use of analysis language that relates degradation or enhancements of a project to the
environmental setting is implicit for aesthetic and visual resource analyses, and such word usage
does not in and of itself lead to erroneous conclusions or biases in findings of fact.
As described in Comment Responses 11-8 and 11-9, the EIR existing setting describes the nature
of development. The discussion contained within the impact analysis characterizes and discloses
the nature of mass, height, and land use density changes expected if the Project is adopted.
Given the programmatic nature of this EIR, preparation of photo-simulations of future and sitespecific development plans is not required, nor necessary at this time. Such photo-simulations
may be required by the City as part of site specific discretionary permit review, when individual
site, landscape, and grading plans are submitted.
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Comment Response 11-16: Thank you for your comment. Visual impacts resulting from
construction of a project are generally related to the demolition of structures, temporary staging
of equipment and demolition/construction materials, and the temporary construction of unsightly
and incomplete structures leading up to completion of the development. As discussed in the EIR,
a key objective of the Project is to guide and provide a new urban design framework to revitalize
the Project area with new development and redevelopment of the Project area. Such development
would occur based on the submittal and approval of development applications throughout the
specific plan lifetime. Implementation of the Project does not assume that upon approval, the
Project would initiate Project-wide demolition and construction for the entirety of the lifetime of the
Project, but instead assumes that individual development projects would occur during this period
whose construction schedules may overlap. The temporary impacts of a specific individual
development project occurring under the FVCSP would occur only during its period of construction
and temporary impacts would cease with completion of the individual project. Please refer to
Section 3.1.3 for discussion of visual resource assessment methodology. Due to the differences
in the nature of impacts to visual resources and air quality, the methodology for these analysis
contrasts given the nature of the resource and/or service. For details regarding the methodology
for analysis of impacts, refer to the Impact Assessment and Methodology discussion of each
section.
Comment Response 11-17: Thank you for your comment. The analysis of Impact VIS-5
evaluates potential Project effects of increased light and glare, and includes analysis for all KVLs
that represent various Project development areas. The analysis indicates that implementation of
the Project would potentially increase light or glare effects and discusses the factors that are
considered for such effects including, distance to other sensitive receptors; height, scale, massing
of maximum buildouts; site specific development review processes to evaluate design features
complementary to light and glare issues; and existing as well as proposed development standards
to specifically address light and glare, in finding that light and glare levels would not significantly
affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. Please refer to Impact VIS-5 in Section 3.1,
Aesthetics, for clarification and detailed discussion of impacts to light and glare.
Comment Response 11-18: Thank you for your comment. The Cumulative Impact discussion
within Section 3.1, Aesthetics, provides analysis to support the conclusion that Project
development would not result in cumulatively considerable effects upon community. Development
occurring under the FVCSP, as well as pending, approved, and future cumulative development
would be required to adhere to the design standards of the FVCSP and would be required to
undergo planning review by the City. In addition, development projects would be subject to design
review by the City. As described in the earlier analysis, new development would be required to
comply with updated design standards intended to enhance the character of the Project area.
Please refer to Section 3.1.4.2 for additional information regarding cumulative analysis.
Comment Response 11-19: Thank you for your comment. The regulatory setting within Section
3.2, Air Quality, has been revised to include and describe the most up-to-date regulatory
agencies, plans, and policies which pertain to the Project; although, the 2016-2040 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) was not in effect at the date
of this EIR’s Notice of Preparation. We note that the updated document would not affect Project
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impact classification or mitigation measures, and impacts remain as described. Regardless, as
part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR, revisions to Section 3.2 were made to provide
consideration of plans and programs which had been adopted following release of the initial NOP
and development of the Draft and pre-recirculation Final EIR, including the most recently adopted
2016-2040 RTP/SCS (adopted in April 2016) and most recently adopted Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP) (adopted in March 2017). Please refer to the revisions made to Section 3.2 as part
of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR.
Comment Response 11-20: Thank you for your comment. While the air quality analysis provided
in Section 3.2, Air Quality, concludes that short-term construction emissions would not result in
any significant impacts, this conclusion is based on the assumption that the entire buildout of the
Project would be completed in chronological construction phases in the absence of a detailed
construction schedule. Based on detailed air emissions model estimates using this concurrent
construction schedule, short-term construction emissions are not expected to exceed established
thresholds. However, this construction schedule was assumed based on the absence and inability
to predict a more detailed construction schedule. Therefore, while modeled emissions do not
exceed any thresholds and warrant inclusion of mitigation, the EIR provides recommended
mitigation measures MM AQ-1a through MM AQ-1e for the City or developers to consider as
required mitigation for individual development projects occurring under the FVCSP to further
reduce the potential construction related emissions. Recommended mitigations are not prohibited
under CEQA. Rather, such measures can often be supported by Project proponents and
successfully implemented as part of a monitoring plan to proactively reduce less than significant
environmental effects, if agreed upon by the applicant, in this case the Lead Agency. Following
revisions to the air quality impact and emissions modeling analysis prepared as part of the Partial
Recirculated Draft EIR, recommended mitigation measures MM AQ-1a through 1e were removed
from the EIR as construction air pollutant emissions are below adopted thresholds of significance,
and mitigation is not required to reduce Project impacts to a less than significant level. Please
refer to the revised analysis provided in Section 3.2 which was circulated for public review
between October 6, 2017 and November 20, 2017 pursuant to CEQA Section 15088.5.
Comment Response 11-21: Thank you for your comment. However, the operational emissions
air quality analysis is based on standard methodology for assessing long-term operation
emissions for a project, and is based on detailed California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) emissions results which are provided in Appendix D. This analysis does not rely on
the replacement of older vehicles with cleaner more efficient vehicles to reduce future emissions
below adopted thresholds. Instead, it is an assumption imbedded within CalEEMod that future
vehicle fleets will consist of newer, more efficient and cleaner vehicles than compared to current
day vehicle fleets. The comparison of No Project (present day) conditions with Project Buildout
(future) conditions using the assumption that equipment, vehicle fleets, emissions standards, and
emission reduction targets would remain the same over a 15 year period is not representative of
standard air emissions modeling and impact methodology, nor is it consistent with known air
emissions trends. Further, during preparation of the Draft EIR and prior to initial CalEEMod runs,
the California Air Resources Board (CARB) was contacted regarding emissions reductions
resulting from fleet turnover, and this analysis follows the guidance provided by CARB and is
consistent with standard CEQA approach to assessing a projects impacts resulting from
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operational emissions. Per CEQA, an EIR is required to compare the Project impacts to the
existing environmental baseline. Comparison of a No Project 2035 conditions to the Project 2035
conditions is a comparison of two plans (or project alternatives), and is provided in the alternatives
analysis located in Section 5.0, Alternatives. Please also see additional text within Section 3.2,
Air Quality, Impact AQ-2.
Comment Response 11-22: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Comment Response
11-19 above, revisions to Section 3.2, Air Quality, were made as part of the Partial Recirculated
Draft EIR to provide consideration of plans and programs which had been adopted following
release of the initial NOP and development of the Draft and pre-recirculation Final EIR, including
the most recently adopted 2016-2040 RTP/SCS (adopted in April 2016) and most recently
adopted AQMP (adopted in March 2017). Impact AQ-3 does not address cumulative impacts but
Project impacts. An objective of the FVCSP is to guide development and redevelopment of
existing land uses within the Project area, while identifying a limit for such development based on
proposed floor-area-ratios for commercial, industrial, office, retail, and residential development.
For the purpose of CEQA analysis, the EIR identifies Project impacts based on comparison of
complete buildout of the FVCSP to the existing environmental baseline. This includes
development of the Project area for a net increase in 258,010 sf of development as well as 491
residential units. As discussed under Impact AQ-3 and within Section 3.9, Population and
Housing, the Project would result in potential increase in City population by approximately 3.43
percent by 2035, which is consistent with the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) projections of the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS and the assumptions within the 2012 2016
AQMP. This increase in population is dependent on individual development plans proposed under
FVCSP, which may or may not propose all 491 residential units, and City approval of these plans.
In addition, the proposed full buildout of the 491 residential units allowed under the FVCSP would
allow for an additional 2.37 percent increase in City population. This analysis determined that the
project would be consistent with SCAG population projects, as full development of the Project
would result a smaller increase in City population than estimated by SCAG.
Cumulative impacts of the Project relating to consistency with adopted SCAG population
projections have been analyzed in Section 3.9, Population and Housing, which account for
additional City growth resulting from the full buildout and development known approved, pending,
or concurrent plans. Of these plans, the current construction of a 159-unit development located
outside of the Project area in conjunction with Project plans for the development of the 491 units
allowed under the FVCSP would cumulatively contribute towards population growth within the
City. However, as discussed in Section 3.9.4.2 of Section 3.9, Population and Housing, population
growth within the City resulting from these two projects would not exceed SCAG’s 5.8 percent
population growth projections, and cumulative impacts are considered less than significant.
Comment Response 11-23: Thank you for your comment. The analysis of Project cumulative air
quality impacts resulting from construction and operation emissions is based on standard
methodology for analysis as provided by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). As discussed under Impact AQ-4,
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“With regard to determining the significance of the Project’s contribution, the SCAQMD
neither recommends quantified analyses of cumulative construction or operational
emissions, nor provides separate methodologies or thresholds of significance to be used
to assess cumulative construction or operational impacts. Instead, the SCAQMD
recommends that a project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts should be
assessed using the same significance criteria as those for project-specific impacts; that
is, individual development projects that generate construction-related or operational
emissions that exceed the SCAQMD-recommended daily thresholds for project-specific
impacts would also cause a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those
pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattainment.”
As the Project short-term construction and long-term operational emissions would not exceed
SCAQMD thresholds, Project implementation would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of the criteria pollutants for which the air basin is nonattainment, and the impact would
be less than significant. Therefore, consistent with SCAQMD methodology for approach to
cumulative analysis, a quantitative cumulative analysis of construction and operational Project
emissions is not required.
Comment Response 11-24: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 11-23.
Comment Response 11-25: Thank you for your comment. This Programmatic EIR analysis the
impacts of implementation of the FVCSP, which will guide future land use planning and
development with the Project area. As such, the EIR assesses impacts related to approval of the
FVCSP, and not the specific development which may occur under the Project. Several mitigation
measures are proposed for development projects that occur in the future and do not apply
specifically to approval of the Plan itself. Mitigation proposed to reduce the potential impact of
development occurring within the Project area serves as a requirement for future entitlements
occurring under the FVCSP. As specific development details are unknown, Mitigation Measure
AQ-5a is proposed and required for development which would propose development of a sensitive
land use within close proximity of the I-405 or the development of a land use which generates
known health debilitating air constituents within close proximity to existing or future sensitive land
uses. The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) would be require to be prepared by the development
applicant to identify the potential for health hazards resulting from development of that use and
submitted for review by the City Planning and Building Department for review and to guide City
decision makers when considering approval or disapproval of a project. As required under
Mitigation Measure AQ-5a, a HRA shall be prepared in accordance with California Environmental
Protection Agency’s (CalEPA’s) Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment’s, A Guide
to Health Risk Assessment and The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for
Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. Additional revisions to this mitigation measure are not
required.
Comment Response 11-26: Thank you for your comment. The Residual Impact discussion under
Impact AQ-5 has been revised to clarify how proposed mitigation measures would reduce impacts
to a less than significant impact.
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Comment Response 11-27: Thank you for your comment. Thresholds of significance are
provided to guide and support the identification and conclusion of potential impacts of the Project.
The identification of potential impacts of the Project may broadly or specifically relate to those
provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines, or may not be applicable to the
Project. Please refer to Comment Response 11-5 and EIR Section 3.3.3.2, Methodology, for
additional information of the applicability of Appendix G thresholds of significant related to
geological and soils.
Comment Response 11-28: Thank you for your comment. Detailed discussion of impacts
resulting from Project increases in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions is provided in Section 3.4,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. This analysis is based on current SCAQMD methodology for GHG
impact analysis and detailed GHG emissions estimates using CalEEMod software.
Comment Response 11-29: Thank you for your comment. The analysis of the Project’s impacts
resulting from additional GHG emissions includes supplemental discussion of the Project’s
potential to conflict with applicable plans, policies or regulations relating to GHG emissions,
including the RTP/SCS, but such inclusion does not alter the findings of the Draft EIR. Please
refer to Impact GHG-2 in Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. In addition, as part of the
Partial Recirculated Draft EIR, Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning Policies, has been amended
to include revised Project consistency analysis with the goals and policies of the 2016-2040
RTP/SCS.
Comment Response 11-30: Thank you for your comment. Appropriate sections of the text have
been revised to reflect buildout of the Project in 2035. With regards to the GHG analysis, the
analysis provided in the Draft EIR uses the appropriate threshold of significance as adopted by
SCAQMD. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the only
regulation adopted by SCAQMD addressing the generation of GHG emissions is the established
10,000 MTCO2e/yr screening level threshold of significance for stationary/source/industrial
projects.
Comment Response 11-31: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 11-30.
The 3,000 MTCO2e/yr threshold referenced in this comment letter was proposed for consideration
for residential/commercial sectors and stationary source (industrial) sectors in 2008, but this
threshold has not been adopted by any advising agencies with discretion over the Project.
Comment Response 11-32: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 11-21.
Comment Response 11-33: Thank you for your comment. Significant and unavoidable impacts
relating to traffic and transportation as a result of increases in traffic under the Project do not
directly correlate to a significant and unavoidable impact from GHG emissions from Project trips.
As discussed in Sections 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and detailed in Project GHG
emissions projections provided in Appendix D, increases in traffic resulting from implementation
of the Project would not result in the exceedance of any adopted thresholds. While Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, identifies significant and unavoidable impacts resulting
from increased vehicle trips, these impacts are the result of the Project’s projected increase in
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traffic at several existing, deficient systems (road segments, intersections, freeway on- and
offramps, I-405 mainline). These exceedances of thresholds do not directly correlate to an
exceedance in GHG emissions as GHG emissions consider additional factors and offsets
unrelated to transportation effects (e.g., construction equipment, demolition materials and
transport, energy demands, water and wastewater generation, building materials and paints, etc.).
For additional information related to GHG emissions analysis, please refer to EIR Section 3.4.3.2,
Methodology.
Comment Response 11-34: Thank you for your comment. Table 3.4-4 identifies the total net
new GHG emissions resulting from implementation of the Project, prior to implementation of
mitigation based on detailed CalEEMod results. Table 3.4-7 identifies the total new GHG
emissions resulting from implementation of the Project and proposed mitigation measures
designed to reduce Project impacts and GHG emissions based on CalEEMod runs for the Project
and its mitigation measures. Specific quantification of the reduction of each individual mitigation
measure is contained within Technical Appendix D of this EIR. Please note that the analysis of
Project impacts to GHGs has been amended as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR. As part
of this revised analysis and updated emissions modeling, Project GHG emissions are determined
to be below adopted SCAQMD thresholds of significance for construction and operational GHG
emissions. Mitigation measures previously identified as part of the Draft and pre-recirculation
Final EIR have since been removed from this EIR. Quantitative analysis of the reduction in
emissions attributable to each previously proposed mitigation measure is no longer applicable,
as Project emissions are below levels of significance and no longer require implementation of
mitigation to reduce impacts.
Comment Response 11-35: Thank you for your comment. However, as provided in the language
of mitigation measure MM GHG-1, the Project and individual development projects occurring
under the FVCSP shall include measures relating to transportation energy efficient design, water
efficient design, and solid waste management that are designed to reduce GHG emissions
resulting from individual development and operation of uses within the FVCSP. This mitigation
measure is required to reduce Project impacts to a less than significant level, is required under
Project implementation, and is included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan
(MMRP). As previously discussed above, the analysis of Project impacts from generation of new
GHGs has been revised as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR. Revised analysis has
identified impacts to GHGs as less than significant without mitigation, and MM GHG-1 is no longer
required to reduce impacts. Comments identifying flaws or deficiencies in this mitigation are no
longer relevant.
Comment Response 11-36: Thank you for your comment. Additional discussion regarding the
Project’s consistency with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted to reduce GHG
emissions, such as the RTP/SCS and the SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan, has been
included in the discussion of Impact GHG-2. Discussion of the Project potential to result in
hindering the state’s GHG reduction goals established by AB 32 and SB 375 has been expanded.
However, the Project is considered to be consistent with the goals and policies included in these
plans as is identified in the revised analysis provided in Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning
Policies (see Table 3.7-1), and impacts remain less than significant.
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Comment Response 11-37: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 11-33
and 11-36.
Comment Response 11-38: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 3.5, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, multiple state and local agencies have been established to regulate the
use of hazardous materials, engage in activities involving hazardous materials and waste, identify
hazardous contamination sites, and oversee the remediation of hazardous sites. Under the
FVCSP, development projects engaging in activities involving the handling of hazardous
substances or waste would be required to receive all necessary permits and authorization by
appropriate governing agencies, such as the Orange County Health Care Agency, State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Occupational Safety
and Health Administration, etc. The City’s existing regulatory process to manage hazardous
activities and materials would ensure appropriate management of proposed development and
remediation of hazardous sites. Discussion of Impact HAZ-4 has been expanded to further
discuss this issue. However, impacts remain less than significant.
Comment Response 11-39: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 3.6,
Hydrology and Water Quality, implementation of the proposed Project would not significantly alter
existing drainage patterns nor would construction and operation of the project result in any
potentially significant impacts relating to increased run-off or result in the degradation of water
quality such that water quality standards are exceeded. Rather, the EIR discloses that the Project
may have beneficial effects on urban runoff and water quality given inclusions of greater areal
coverage requirements for open space, landscaping, and planted areas, which in addition to
existing state and local stormwater management requirements, would be implemented with new
site-specific development. Impacts to biological resources were analyzed in the Initial Study for
the Project and were determined to be less than significant due to the nature of the Project
development in relation to the existing setting and relatively low abundance of biological resources
within the Project area or vicinity (see Appendix A). Consistent with Section 15128 of CEQA,
discussion and reasoning behind the identification of the Project insignificant effect on biological
resources is included in Section 4.0, Other CEQA.
Comment Response 11-40: Thank you for your comment. The regulatory discussion and policy
consistency analysis provided in Table 3.7-1 of Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning Policies, has
been updated as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR to correctly reference the 2016-2040
RTP/SCS and its goals, policies, and regulations; although, the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS was not in
effect at the date of this EIR’s Notice of Preparation. The revisions do not change the discussion
and classification of Project impacts, land use consistency determinations, or list of required
mitigation measures.
Comment Response 11-41: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 11-40.
Comment Response 11-42: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in detail in Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, significant and unavoidable impacts are the result of
increases in traffic on freeway facilities as a result of Project implementation and buildout.
However, as discussed under Impact T-3 and outlined in Table 3.11-9, improvement of these
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conditions and mitigation of Project impacts at these facilities would require regional scale
improvements including substantial freeway mainline and ramp widening of facility, which fall
under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and not the City. Impact T-6 is considered significant and
unavoidable due to the Project’s cumulative impact to an intersection located outside the
jurisdiction of the City, and the implementation of feasible mitigation at a local level cannot be
obtained. Additional discussion of the Project’s consistency with applicable land use policies and
goals is provided in Table 3.7-1 in Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning Policies. As part of the
Partial Recirculated Draft EIR, discussion of Project consistency with regional plan and policies,
as provided in Table 3.7-1 of Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning Policies, has been revised to
the goals and policies of the most recently adopted 2016-2040 RTP/SCS and has been revised
to include more detailed discussion of Project constancy. Transportation‐related GHG emissions
are the largest sector of emissions from the Project. Regional plans, such as the 2016-2040 SCAG
RTP/SCS, focus on an integrated land use and transportation strategy to reduce GHG emissions.
The purpose of the SCAG RTP/SCS is to achieve the regional per capita GHG reduction targets
for the passenger vehicle and light‐duty truck sector established by CARB pursuant to SB 375.
The FVCSP would guide redevelopment of the Project area to allow for revitalization a long-since
built-out center of the City to facilitate transit-oriented development through the combination of
infill housing and mixed-use commercial uses while providing for the development of safe,
efficient, and convenient pedestrian and bicycle facilities throughout the Project area and
connecting with surrounding circulation networks. As outlined in the VMT analysis provided in
Section 3.11, through this, future development permitted under the Project would result in
reductions in per capita VMT when compared to citywide per capita VMT.
Comment Response 11-43: Thank you for your comment. Consistency of the Project with
applicable goals, policies, and regulations is based on detailed analysis of Project impacts which
are fully discussion in Sections 3.1 through 3.14 of the EIR. These analyses are based on current
CEQA requirements and detailed methodologies for the assessment of Project impacts on the
resources of the environment. Where appropriate and in response to public comments received
on the EIR, discussion of Project consistency with applicable land use plans and policies has
been revised (see Comment Response 11-40).
Comment Response 11-44: Thank you for your comment. Detailed discussion of the Project
impacts on issues relating to environmental justice is not part of the scope of CEQA review. Your
comments will be forwarded to City planning staff for consideration as part of the planning analysis
and findings.
Comment Response 11-45: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
11-42 above. Additionally, as provided in Table 3.7-1, the FVCSP would concentrate growth in
the Project area, promoting walking and cycling opportunities due to the relatively short distance
between the workplace, residential, entertainment and shopping locations provided under this
plan. The FVCSP would provide opportunities for the development of convenient access to transit
and other modes of public transportation. As such, the Project serves to implement improvements
to multimodal facilities, consistent with the primary objectives of SCS Goal 5.

8-86

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
Revised Final EIR

8.0 Response to Comments

Comment Response 11-46: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Land Use Impact LU2 discussion for related information regarding land use compatibility. Additional discussion of the
Project’s compatibility with adjacent land uses has been provided in the discussion of consistency
with City Land Use Element Policy 2.3.1.
Comment Response 11-47: Thank you for your comment. Detailed analysis of the Project’s
impacts from construction and operational air emissions, and GHG emissions are provided in
Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. As discussed in Table 3.71, the FVCSP is designed to establish policies and regulations to guide development of the Project
area in a manner that promotes mixed-use development, enhances pedestrian and bicycle
networks, promotes multi-modal transportation, encourages sustainable economic growth, and
reduces traffic congestion. As described in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.4, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, implementation of mitigation measures MM AQ-1a through 1e and AQ-2,
construction and operation of the proposed Project would ensure that air quality pollutant or GHG
emissions not exceed established South Coast Air Basin and National Ambient Air Quality
Standard criteria pollutant thresholds. Individual development projects under the FVCSP would
be required to adhere to regional, state, and federal standards for air quality emission
requirements. Further, MM GHG-1 would require incorporation of specific measures into Project
design to ensure consistency with adopted statewide plans and programs regarding
transportation GHG emissions, energy efficiency, water conservation, and solid waste
management to reduce GHG emissions. Air quality and GHG impacts of the Project were revised
as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR and are determined to be below adopted thresholds
of significance for construction and operational emissions and therefore less than significant
without mitigation. Therefore Given that Project impacts would be below adopted thresholds of
significance, implementation of the proposed Project would result in consistency with established
air quality regulations and Goal 8.1 of the City’s General Plan Air Quality Element. As the Project
would be consistent with established air quality standards, the Project is consistent with Goal 8.1.
As such, consistency determination provided in Table 3.7-1 has been revised to state that the
Project is consistent with this goal of the City General Plan.
Comment Response 11-48: Thank you for your comment. Table 3.7-1 has been revised to reflect
Project consistency with applicable City and regional plans and policies. Please refer to Comment
Response 11-42.
Comment Response 11-49: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
11-42. The comment alleges that the project is inconsistent with Growth Management Plan Goal
to reduce traffic congestion. As an initial matter, General Plan consistency is based upon
consistency with the plan as a whole, and does require precise consistency with every individual
policy. (Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490,) Additionally, the
commenter’s interpretation of this goal is unreasonable, particularly given the additional text
contained in the Growth Management Element as well as the other Elements of the General Plan.
Such an unreasonable interpretation would result in a ban on all future development within the
City. The City General Plan Growth Management Element does not prohibit generation of
additional trips from proposed development and growth within the City, but instead “contains
policies for the planning and provision of traffic improvements that are necessary for orderly
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growth and development.” (Fountain Valley General Plan, Growth Management Element, Section
10.2.) However, impacts to City facilities would be mitigated and the Project would not significantly
contribute to traffic congestion within the jurisdiction of the City General Plan. Further,
implementation of the Project would result in reductions in per capita VMT when compared to
citywide per capita VMT, thereby resulting in a regional trip generation benefit. As discussed in
detail in the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR Land use analysis:
In 2008, the Legislature modified Government Code section 65302(b)(2) (Assembly Bill
1358) to require cities and counties to “plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation
network that meets the needs of all users of the streets, roads, and highways” including
“bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, users of public transportation and seniors.”
Similarly, Government Code section 65088.4(a), adopted in 2013 (Senate Bill 743),
declares:
It is the intent of the Legislature to balance the need to build infill housing and
mixed-use commercial developments within walking distance of mass transit
facilities, downtowns, and town centers and to provide greater flexibility to local
governments to balance these sometimes competing needs.
As outlined in the VMT analysis in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, future
development permitted under the Project would result in a reduction in per capita VMT when
compared to citywide per capita VMT. This results from the Project’s combination of infill housing
and mixed use commercial developments within walking distance of mass transit facilities,
consistent with the requirements of Assembly Bill 1358. This would also be consistent with the
overarching objectives of the General Plan and Circulation Element. For example, the Circulation
Element calls out “reducing the amount and length of vehicle trips” while the Growth Management
Element includes goals, objectives, and policies for “[reducing] traffic congestion” and “[ensuring]
the provision of adequate transportation for existing and future residents of the City.”
Consequently, even projects that result in significant and unavoidable intersection LOS impacts
within the City’s jurisdiction does not equate to General Plan inconsistency. As discussed in
Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, OPR’s 2017 General Plan Guidelines
recognize that “given the long-term nature of a general plan, its….text should be general enough
to allow a degree of flexibility in decision making as times change.”
Comment Response 11-50: Thank you for your comment. Noise samples taken from 2011 are
considered representative of the existing conditions, given the low rate of development occurring
in the area. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, and Section 3.8, Noise,
implementation of the FVCSP would allow for new development within the Project area. However,
new development provided by the FVCSP would consist of commercial, light industrial, retail, and
residential uses that would not create adverse noise effects given existing commercial and light
industrial uses. The main source of increases in noise levels within and surrounding the Project
area would be from new traffic introduced to the area by the Project. As such, the primary impacts
related to noise levels generated during operation of the Project are focused on this new traffic.
Refer to Impact N-3 and Impact N-4 in Section 3.8, Noise. Nevertheless, discussion of existing
noise levels and reliance on noise samples taken in 2011 has been revised to more fully
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discussion applicability of these noise levels for this analysis of Project impacts. Specifically, while
noise measurements were completed in 2011, traffic volume have decreased by 2.1 percent along
I-405 to the present year 2015 (Caltrans 2011; Caltrans 2015). This 2.1 percent decrease in traffic
volume would result in a 0.09 dBA decrease to noise measurement values from 2011 to 2015
where I-405 was the dominant noise source (i.e., sites 2 and 3); however, given the negligible
decrease, the noise measurements completed in 2011 would be applicable to 2015. These
measurements are conservative for 2015 given that traffic counts along I-405, the dominant noise
source in the area, at Euclid have decreased from the year 2011 to 2015.
Comment Response 11-51: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 31-2.
Discussion of cumulative construction-related noise impacts has been amended as part of the
Partial Recirculated Draft EIR to provide further clarification of the Project’s potential for a
cumulatively considerable effect on the environment from the generation of construction-related
noise. As discussed therein, it is reasonably foreseeable that construction projects in the Project
vicinity could occur proximate to one another with sometimes concurrent or overlapping
schedules, temporarily elevating noise levels in the immediate area. However, noise is not strictly
additive, and a doubling of noise sources would not cause a doubling of noise levels, but rather
could result in a perceptible noise increase over a single source. Regardless, the cumulative
contribution of construction of the Project is considered to be less than significant after
implementation of mitigation measure MM N-1, requiring implementation of noise attenuation
measures (i.e., sound walls/noise barriers, staging of equipment away from sensitive land uses,
etc.), which would serve to reduce construction-related noise levels of all projects occurring within
the Project area. As discussed in the cumulative analysis of noise in Section 3.8.4.1 of Section
3.8, any quantitative analysis that assumes multiple, concurrent construction projects would be
speculative.
Comment Response 11-52: Thank you for your comment. The cumulative discussion of
operational noise impacts within Section 3.8, Noise, has been revised to include additional
discussion of cumulative operational impacts. However, it remains that the Project is not
anticipated to result in any cumulatively substantial increases in noise from operation of the
Project, as operation of cumulatively considered projects would not contribute towards substantial
degradation of the existing noise environment. Cumulative increases in noise levels could result
from operation of the Southpark Specific Plan area and the I-405. However, the Southpark
Specific Plan would result in development of additional large office and commercial structures
which do not result in substantial increases in noise, and would be consistent with the existing
noise environment within the Southpark Specific Plan and FVCSP areas. Cumulative increases
in noise levels from operation of the I-405 Improvement Project would not substantially increase
noise levels, as this project would not result in increased traffic, but instead serves to reduce traffic
congestion along this corridor. While this project, and other cumulatively considered projects
would contribute towards increased traffic and related noise levels within the FVCSP Project area,
cumulative increases in noise are not considered to result in the generation of cumulatively
significant increases in noise levels. In addition, future development occurring within the area and
which would have the potential to contribute towards cumulative noise impacts would require City
planning review to ensure compliance with City noise policies and regulations.
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Comment Response 11-53: Thank you for your comment. The Project impact analysis relating
to population and housing is based on population, housing, and employment estimates provided
by reliable growth forecasting reports, demographic and socioeconomic data for the City, and
utilizes standard CEQA methodology for Project population and housing impact analysis. As
discussed in the following comment responses, the population and housing impact analysis
provides a detailed and sufficient discussion of Project impacts.
Comment Response 11-54: Thank you for your comment. With regards to discussion of existing
City population, 2010 City and County of Orange (County) population values from U.S. Census
Bureau are provided as these represent absolute known population numbers. While population
values are provided for 2015, these values are estimates of City and County population based on
2010 Census data, and are not fully representative of current City population data. Instead,
impacts related to population increases from new residential development within the Project area
are compared to SCAG population growth projections, which predict a City population of 59,300
by 2040, or approximately 5.8 percent growth over SCAG 2012 City population estimates. Refer
to Table 3.9-2 in Section 3.9, Population and Housing.
Comment Response 11-55: Thank you for your comment. As previously discussed, the
proposed Project is not a development project proposing specific development or redevelopment
of any kind, but is instead a Specific Plan designed to expand upon City land use regulations and
development standards to encourage and accommodate increased development and
reinvestment of this key area of the City. Due to the largely built condition of the City and the
relatively slow rate of growth and new development, it is anticipated that the FVCSP would
encourage much of the future residential development of the City to occur within this area. Should
the area be built out to the full potential of the FVCSP, the associated population increase would
be consistent with anticipated population growth for the City, as discussed under Impact POP-1
in Section 3.9, Population and Housing.
Comment Response 11-56: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Responses 11-54
and 11-55.
Comment Response 11-57: Thank you for your comment. However, the EIR currently includes
analysis of cumulative impacts based on the potential effects of the Project in conjunction with
the effects of known pending or approved development Projects. As discussed in Section 3.9.4.2
of Section 3.9, Population and Housing, when the Project is combined with the 153 housing units
that are already under construction outside of the Project area, the increase in total City population
would not exceed population growth projects anticipated under the RTP/SCS or City Housing
Element.
Comment Response 11-58: Thank you for your comment. This discussion has been revised to
include additional discussion regarding new enforcement technologies which have the effect of
improving law enforcement and decreasing traffic collisions.
Comment Response 11-59: Thank you for your comment. Analysis of impacts to public services
is based on buildout of the FVCSP, which is representative of a worse-case scenario. As stated
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in Impact PUBS-1, the Fountain Valley Police Department (FVPD) does not anticipate the need
for additional law enforcement and police protection resources based on review of full built out
conditions under the FVCSP. The City does not currently have standards for developer fees for
the purpose of ensuring adequate police protection. Instead, s Should future development result
in conditions other than those anticipated under the FVCSP which would require additional police
protection resources, these projects will be subject to review and approval by the City Planning
and Building Department staff who could recommend additional security measures or review by
FVPD staff to determine the need for police protection resources. the City Council would address
police and fire departmental budget, staffing, and equipment needs as part of the annual
budgetary process. This review allows for Fountain Valley Fire Department (FVFD) and FVPD to
determine any increases in police and fire protection resources and equipment if needed. The
police and fire services are funded through general fund revenues generated by property, sales,
and transient occupancy taxes, all of which are expected to increase in proportion to new
development within the City. Such increases in revenues could be used to hire additional officers
and purchase equipment to maintain or improve service levels over time to meet changing
demands, if determined appropriate by the City Council.
Comment Response 11-60: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in previous comment
responses, the EIR assumes a worst-case-scenario for impact reporting, assuming a construction
schedule that would occur until buildout of the FVCSP due to the potential for concurrent future
development throughout the site, as the Project is programmatic and no specific construction
scheduled is provided. To address potential impacts occurring from construction individual
development projects, the EIR provides Mitigation Measure T-1. Under this mitigation, individual
developers subject to grading and building permit requirements would be required to prepare and
submit a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan (CIMP) to appropriate City and County agencies for
review and approval, prior to issuance of any development permits. As it is difficult to predict the
type and extent of future development occurring under the FVCSP, Mitigation Measure T-1
provides the general purpose and requirements of a CIMP. The specific requirements of each
CIMP shall be determined on case-by-case basis based on the type and extent of the proposed
development. However, all CIMPs would be subject to the general requirements outlined in
Mitigation Measure T-1, and shall be subject to review by appropriate agencies to ensure
conformity with the requirements of this mitigation measure. As is provided in the revised
transportation analysis prepared as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR, given the long-term
nature of this Project, the lack of specific construction details, and the fact that construction
activities will vary on a day-to-day basis, flexible mitigation measures such as MM T-1 are
required.
Comment Response 11-61: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
11-60.
Comment Response 11-62: Thank you for your comment. The project and City are bound by
law upon adoption of the Specific Plan to implement mitigation measures concurrent with
implementation of Specific Plan development. Developers will be conditioned, through fair share
payments or physical construction of improvements, to implement the proposed mitigation
measures.
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Comment Response 11-63: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
11-62. As part of the Recirculated Draft EIR and as provided in the Revised Final EIR, mitigation
measures MM T-2a has been revised. The revised MM T-2a, Amended Implementation and
Funding/Financing Strategy for the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan, has been amended
to be consistent with the proposed FVCSP Implementation and Funding/Financing Strategy
described in Section 3.5 of the FVCSP (Appendix C). If adopted by City decision makers, the
FVCSP Implementation and Funding/Financing Strategy and MM T-2a would ensure necessary
transportation improvements are identified throughout the life of the Project and the
funding/financing for these improvements is identified and acquired through appropriate fair share
development impact fees, consistent with the City’s Capital Improvement Program.
Comment Response 11-64: Thank you for your comment. Information regarding existing and
future City water supply has been based on information retrieved from the City Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP), a water supply planning document required under state law which
provides detailed information on water supply reliability, acquisition, and water efficiency
measures. As discussed in the 2015 Final Draft UWMP, City water supply is designed to match
City demand. Where there is additional demand for supplies, the City acquires or provides the
supply to meet such demand. The 11,800 acre-feet per year (AFY) of estimated supply at Project
buildout is estimated based on land use, population, and economic projections within the service
area, and is sufficient to address the FVCSP estimated demand of 560.3 AFY at buildout. This
analysis provided in the EIR is based on standard methodology for assessing a Project’s impacts
to local/regional water supply and demand. However, to provide further clarification of availability
for the City to meet future water supplies, additional text has been included in the discussion of
future water demand under Section 3.12.1 of Section 3.12, Utilities. Specifically, the City
concludes that available water supplies are projected to meet full-service demands, due to
diversified supplies, water conservation measures, and the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California’s (MWD’s) ability to meet the full-service demands of its member agencies,
which includes the Metropolitan Water District of Orange County (MWDOC), the City’s local
wholesaler, during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. If demand grows, additional water supply
would be purchased from the MWD. Please refer to Section 3.12, Utilities, for a discussion of
existing and future water supplies and demand.
Comment Response 11-65: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
11-64, above.
Comment Response 11-66: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Responses 11-53
through 11-57.
Comment Response 11-67: Thank you for your comment. While the FVCSP would serve to
encourage growth and development within the Project area, the FVCSP establishes clear
development standards, including building scale regulations which would limit new development
within the Project area. Improvements to existing utility infrastructure would occur under individual
development projects and be required to comply with utility and infrastructure improvements
requirements provided in Section 3.4 of Book III of the FVCSP.
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Comment Response 11-68: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 11-39.
Comment Response 11-69: Thank you for your comment. Per CEQA Section 15126, an EIR is
required to consider discussion and analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives which would
likely meet most of the objectives of the project but would avoid or lessen impacts identified under
the Project. The EIR included consideration of several alternatives and analyzed the No Project
Alternative, a reduced development (No Housing Alternative), and increased development
(Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative) alternatives. Prior to analysis of these
alternatives, it was unknown how these alternatives would compare to the Project, but initial
consideration concluded that with the exception of the No Project Alternative, the other two
alternatives would likely meet most of the objectives of the Project. Analysis of the Intensified
Office and Residential Buildout Alternative, as provided in Section 5.0, Alternatives, concludes
that this alternative would generally result in similar or incrementally greater impacts than the
Project, with greater impacts occurring with regards to aesthetics and visual resources, land use
planning, transportation, and utilities (see Table 5-16). Under CEQA, consideration of an
additional alternative, which could result in potentially greater development and/or environmental
effects is not prohibited from consideration as a Project alternative.
Comment Response 11-70: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 5.4.4 of
Section 5.0, Alternatives, none of the alternatives analyzed (other than the No Project Alternative)
would reduce any significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the Project. This list of
alternatives considered for analysis was determined by the Lead Agency as those that could
feasibly attain most of the objectives of the Project. There is no specific rule governing the range
of alternatives considered in the alternatives analysis of an EIR, other than the “rule of reason”
(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors [1990] 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel Heights
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California [1998] 47 Cal.3d 376). Under
Section 15126.6(f), “The range of alternatives is in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The
alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the
lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the objectives of the project.” Therefore, the
consideration of alternatives included in the EIR is consistent with CEQA, and supports a
reasoned analysis and comparison of alternatives of the Project.
While the No Housing Alternative would result in reduced development and reduce the potential
for land use incompatibility, this alternative would only incrementally reduce impacts, would result
in similar significant and unavoidable impacts relating to traffic, and would not meet several
objectives of the Project. Therefore, the proposed Project was selected as the Environmentally
Superior Alternative. Refer to Section 5.4.4 or detailed discussion and reasoning for the Project
as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Comment Response 11-71: Thank you for your comment. While it can be initially anticipated
how an alternative would compare to the Project, specific details regarding the comparison of the
Project alternatives and how these alternatives would or would not meet most of the Project
objectives cannot be fully determined until analyzed under the EIR. Such is the purpose of Section
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5.0, Alternatives, per Section 15126.6 of CEQA. Additionally, the EIR concludes that the only
significant and unavoidable Project impacts would require regional improvements to the I-405
corridor and mitigation in adjacent jurisdictions at the intersection of Harbor Boulevard and
MacArthur Avenue. Under a reasonable range of alternatives to analyze, an alternative that would
not result in a similar significant transportation-related effects while achieving most of the Project
objectives was not identified. Additionally, please refer to Comment Response 11-70.
Comment Response 11-72: Thank you for your comment. The Reduced Development
Alternative (No Housing Alternative) represents a reduction in scale and density of use.
Additionally, please see Comment Responses 11-70 and 11-71. The discussion of alternatives
considered for analysis in this EIR has been revised and circulated for public review as part of the
Partial Recirculated Draft EIR to include discussion of a Reduced Housing Alternative to address
comments and concerns regarding the lack of consideration of an alternative that may reduce
significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed Project. Please see Section 5.3.2 of Section
5, Alternatives Analysis. As provided in this discussion, the reduction in the total number of
residential units required to reduce significant and unavoidable traffic impacts that would occur
under the proposed Project would be substantial. While this alternative would reduce
environmental impacts, such as traffic congestion, air quality, and utility demand, it could not
effectively achieve Project objectives for meeting unmet housing demands (Project Objective #7),
nor would it achieve some of the community objectives of the FVCSP. Further, by reducing the
number of housing units, the affordability of units is likely to decline as developers would opt to
develop higher end units to generate economic returns on their development, therefore reducing
the ability for the Project to satisfy high demands for multi-family housing within the City and
reduce the overall viability and economic benefit of a mixed-use workplace neighborhood
redevelopment project.
Comment Response 11-73: Thank you for your comment. However, any information included in
this EIR in response to public concerns serves to further support the impact determinations and
conclusion made within the Draft EIR. Added revisions to the EIR have not resulted in the
identification of any new impacts or mitigation, or have resulted in changes to existing impact
determinations. Per Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Statues and Guidelines,
“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 for public review
under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term ‘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 ‘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 that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.”
As these revisions serve to provide a more detailed analysis and provide further support of
existing analysis, these additions do not constitute “significant new information”, and recirculation
of the EIR is not warranted.
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In response to comments and concerns raised on the pre-recirculation Final EIR released for
public review in April 2017, the City made the decision to continue consideration of the Project
and to amend and recirculate the Program Draft EIR to address public comments and other
revisions. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, portions of the Final EIR were
amended and have been recirculated to allow the public and City decision makers to fully
understand the impacts of the Project and provide comment on the revised and recirculation
portions of the EIR. Recirculation portions of the EIR include those sections of the prerecirculation Final EIR that have undergone revisions to the cumulative impact analysis to
consider impacts associated with buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan - Sakioka Site and other
new cumulatively considered projects, a revised TIA for the FVCSP (September 2017), a new
section to address Tribal Cultural Resources, as well as sections which have been revised to
provide clarity and transparency in the discussion of the Project’s potential environmental effects
to address public comments and concerns.
Comment Response 11-74: Thank you, your comments are appreciated and have been noted.

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
Revised Final EIR

8-95

12-1

12-2

12-3

8.0 Response to Comments

COMMENT LETTER 12 – JEAN HOWARD
Comment Response 12-1: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR; however, please refer to EIR Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic, for additional information. This comment has been forwarded to City
decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 12-2: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 12-3: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 13 – NICKI AND GEORGE LEECH
Comment Response 13-1: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 14 – AUGIE LASCOLA
Comment Response 14-1: Thank you for your comment. While the purpose of the FVCSP is to
guide future development and redevelopment of the site through a comprehensive land planning
document, the Project does not require existing land uses to conform to the standards of this Plan.
Instead, the Plan shall guide and restrict future development and redevelopment opportunities
within the Project area. The FVCSP recognizes the status of current land uses and business
owners within the Project area, and proposes detailed land use planning measures, design
standards, and development regulations to support existing businesses and residential area
within and surrounding the Project site. Please refer to Section 2.3.1 in Section 2.0, Project
Description, for a full discussion of the objectives of the Project.
Comment Response 14-2: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not pertain to any
inadequacies within the EIR and is not a CEQA-related issue. This comment has been forwarded
to City decision makers for review and consideration. However, the FVCSP, provided in Appendix
C, describes the community outreach process and summarizes the results of the public surveys
that were taken. The results of the Community Concerns and Aspirations Survey conducted
during the planning process for the FVCSP concluded that residents of the City were largely in
favor of additional amenities, such as restaurants, retail, and open space/parks in the Project
area, and voiced that some form of a City center or downtown area was desired within the City.
Based on the results of these surveys, the FVCSP was prepared and designed to support the
development of these amenities and a City center or downtown area through the implementation
of the Specific Plan that provides a greater degree of land use planning that currently exists for
this critical area of the City.
Comment Response 14-3: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 14-4: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 14-2.
Comment Response 14-5: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 14-6: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 14-7: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 14-8: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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Comment Response 14-9: Thank you for your comment. Impacts relating to traffic and resulting
from implementation of the Project, as well as detailed mitigation measures designed to reduce
Project impacts, are discussed in detail in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
This analysis of traffic impacts is based on a detailed TIA prepared for the Project by Fehr & Peers
Transportation Consultants, which is included as Appendix E of this EIR. In summary, proposed
mitigation would ensure Project impacts to transportation facilities within the City’s jurisdiction are
reduced to a less than significant level. However, significant and unavoidable impacts would occur
to several I-405 freeway facilities under Project conditions and one intersection located within the
City of Costa Mesa under cumulative conditions, as the City could not feasibly improve these
facilities. As such, no mitigation is provided. For detailed analysis of Project impacts and mitigation
measures, refer to Section 3.11.4.
Comment Response 14-10: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 14-9.
Comment Response 14-11: Thank you for your comment. For discussion of impacts relating to
the visual aesthetic of the please refer to Section 3.1, Aesthetics. For discussion of proposed land
use standards and land use compatibility and consistency, please refer to Section 3.7, Land Use
and Planning Policies.
Comment Response 14-12: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
14-2 and 14-11.
Comment Response 14-13: Thank you for your comment. For discussion of impacts relating to
compatibility of existing development with new development occurring under the FVCSP, refer to
Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning Policies.
Comment Response 14-14: Thank you for your comment. For detailed discussion of impacts
relating to the visual aesthetic of the site, consistency in form and design of existing and proposed
uses, and specific aesthetic design standards proposed under the FVCSP, refer to Section 3.1,
Aesthetics.
Comment Response 14-15: Thank you for your comment. Implementation of the proposed
Project or any of its alternatives are subject to final review and approval by City decision makers.
Comment Response 14-16: Thank you for your comment. Discussion of impacts relating to the
generation of odors as a result of implementation of the Project is provided in Impact AQ-6 in
Section 3.2, Air Quality. Additional discussion has been included under this impact which
discusses the potential effect of odors generated from OCSD to the south on development within
the Project site. However, impacts associated with the generation of offsite odors on land uses
within the Project site is considered less than significant, as the Project does not propose any
sensitive land uses within this area that would be substantially affected by odors originating from
the properties to the south.
Comment Response 14-17: Thank you for your comment. Impacts related to widening of the I405 under the I-405 Improvement Project are discussed under the cumulative impact analysis
provided in Section 3.7.4.2 of Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning Policies.
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Comment Response 14-18: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 14-9.
Comment Response 14-19: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 14-20: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
14-2. With regards to development of a digital message signs, the Electronic Message Sign
included as a cumulative project would not occur as part of implementation of the FVCSP. The
FVCSP would allow for digital screens which provide business identification or advertising, but
these signs would be regulated by sign regulation provisions of the FVCSP and the City’s Sign
Ordinance. Further, these signs would be subject to review and approval by City decision makers.
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COMMENT LETTER 15 – JIM SNYDER, LEE & ASSOCIATES
Comment Response 15-1: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 15-2: Thank you for your comment. The FVCSP provides detailed
development standards and land use planning policies which would regulate the development of
residential units near industrial and other incompatible uses. The FVCSP proposes the creation
of several development areas, and would limit residential development to the Workplace
Neighborhood District located in northeast portion of the Project area. Proposed land use
development areas would restrict residential development in an area adjacent to areas proposed
for the Workplace Gateway District, which would consist of professional office and commercial
uses, which would be compatible with residential uses. More intensive industrial uses would be
limited to the Mixed Industrial District, which is located in in the southwest portion of the Project
area, across the I-405 and buffered from proposed residential uses by the Workplace Gateway
District.
Comment Response 15-3: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 16 – JOE ERICKSON, JOSEPH A. ERICKSON PROPERTIES, INC/ICMJAE INVESTMENTS, LTD.
Comment Response 16-1: Thank you for your comment. The City has considered the
compatibility of land use and design and development standards addressing compatibility issues
in the proposed FVCSP. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, it is the purpose of the
FVCSP to establish community oriented development standards, strategies, and policies for the
purpose of encouraging new investment opportunities and ensuring the compatibility of land uses
and growth within the Project area. These key objectives of the FVCSP are provided in detail in
Section 1.1 of Book 1 of the FVCSP, provided in Appendix C.
Comment Response 16-2: Thank you for your comment. The discussion contained within the
Aesthetics impact analysis characterizes and discloses the nature of mass, height, and land use
density changes expected if the Project is adopted. Further, given the programmatic nature of this
EIR, preparation of future and site-specific development plans would be reviewed by the City as
part of site specific permit review. During such review a project’s compatibility with surrounding
land uses can provide additional screening treatments such as development orientation,
clerestory windows, setbacks, screening walls and landscaping to ensure neighborhood
compatibility issues are addressed.
Comment Response 16-3: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to EIR Section 3.2
regarding Air Quality impact analysis, impacts, and mitigations. As discussed in Section 2.0,
Project Description, the FVCSP would allow industrial uses in all development areas except the
Activity Core District, where the development of new residential units is proposed.
Comment Response 16-4: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
16-1.
Comment Response 16-5: Thank you, your comment has been noted. Such noise related
activities are assessed in the environmental setting, as a contributing noise source for baseline
noise levels, when considering potential changes to land use.
Comment Response 16-6: Thank you for your comment. However, this issue does not pertain
to any inadequacies within the EIR and is not a CEQA-related issue. This comment has been
forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 16-7: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
23-2.
Comment Response 16-8: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
18-6.
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COMMENT LETTER 17 – MICHAEL WELLBORN
Comment Response 17-1: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project
Description, the FVCSP proposes urban form, land use, and development standards, including
establishment of transitional buffer areas, open space requirements, building setback
requirements, building façade setbacks, upper level floor limitations, maximum building width
restrictions, and requirements for separation between massing elements (see Section 2.4.1).
These policies, regulations, and design standards are proposed under the FVCSP to address
existing deficiencies in compatibility and design for land uses within the Project area, and support
a higher degree of land use planning.
Comment Response 17-2: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project
Description, the FVCSP would include standard requirements for on-street parking in order to
accommodate existing and proposed development within the Project area (see Section 3.1.4.A of
Appendix C). Further, detailed discussion of existing traffic conditions within the Project area and
vicinity, as well as impacts to traffic as a result of Project implementation are provided in Section
3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Comment Response 17-3: Thank you for your comment. Discussion of impacts to existing utility
infrastructure and development design standards for water and wastewater infrastructure is
provided in Section 3.12, Utilities. Discussion of impacts to energy resources, including electricity
and natural gas services, as well as design standards relating to energy use is provided in Section
3.13, Energy Conservation.
Comment Response 17-4: Thank you for your comment. The EIR contains a detailed discussion
of existing traffic conditions along local roadways, intersections, and freeway facilities in Section
3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic. This discussion includes identification and
assessment of Project related impacts to existing traffic facilities and operations, and provides
necessary mitigation measures required to ensure these facilities are improved to accommodate
acceptable service standards, and reduce Project impacts to a less than significant level.
However, the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to several freeway
facilities, as well as a cumulatively significant and unavoidable impact to one intersection located
within the City of Costa Mesa, due to the City’s inability to ensure the implementation of necessary
improvements to facilities located outside its jurisdiction. Refer to Section 3.11.4 in Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Comment Response 17-5: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 17-2.
Comment Response 17-6: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 17-2.
Comment Response 17-7: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 17-4.
Comment Response 17-8: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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Comment Response 17-9: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
specifically address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project.
This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 18 – ANTHONY PETRUCELLI
Comment Response 18-1: Thank you for your comment. The EIR addresses the purpose and
objectives of the Project in Section 2.0, Project Description, which is to enhance business
development to a geographic area, by defining visions and strategies to achieve compatible and
supportive land uses. The FVCSP intends to guide such development to support and balance
increased growth, additional development opportunities, and revitalization of a key center of the
City.
Comment Response 18-2: Thank you for your comment. Financial and cost related benefits or
impacts resulting from implementation of a project is not a topic for discussion required under
CEQA. As provided in Section 15131 of CEQA, “Economic or social information may be included
in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency desires.” This comment has been
forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 18-3: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
18-2.
Comment Response 18-4: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
pertain to any inadequacies within the EIR and is not a CEQA-related issue. This comment has
been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 18-5: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
pertain to any inadequacies within the EIR and is not a CEQA-related issue. This comment has
been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 18-6: Thank you for your comment. Due to the nature of the Programmatic
EIR, individual development action occurring within the Project area would be governed under
the FVCSP, and subject to the policies, regulations, design standards, and development
requirements established in Appendix C. Per CEQA, subsequent activities occurring in the
program must be examined in the light of the Program EIR to determine whether additional
environmental documentation is required. For instance, “if a later activity would have effects that
were not examined in the program EIR, a new Initial Study would need to be prepared leading to
either an EIR or a Negative Declaration” (CEQA Section 15168(c)(1)). This allows the City to
compare the actions of a proposed development, or project, to the original scope of this EIR to
determine if subsequent environmental review is required. Approval of this EIR does not permit
any and all development to be approved within the area of the FVCSP, but instead allows for
expedited review of projects that are fully consistent with the requirements, design standards, and
regulations of the FVCSP.
Comment Response 18-7: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project
Description, the FVCSP would allow a maximum of 491 medium density units to be developed
within the 49-acre mixed use Workplace Neighborhood District. While specific plans for these
developments have not yet been proposed, residential units could be developed and may include
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affordable housing. However, the FVCSP does not specifically mandate the development of a
specific project.
Comment Response 18-8: Thank you, your comment is noted; however, this comment does not
specifically address any deficiencies, errors, or necessary clarifications relating to the analysis of
this EIR.
Comment Response 18-9: Thank you for your comment. The FVCSP EIR is a Programmatic
EIR assessing the impacts resulting from implementation of a land use planning document, not a
specific development project. As such, specific development designs are currently unknown;
therefore, conceptual renderings for sites within the FVCSP are not known at this time. Visual
impacts were assessed based on potential changes in views from KVLs based on the Project’s
design guidelines and development standards. Please refer to Section 3.1, Aesthetics, for
discussion of impacts to visual resources and impact assessment methodology.
Comment Response 18-10: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
pertain to any inadequacies within the EIR and is not a CEQA-related issue. This comment has
been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 18-11: Thank you for your comment. Impact determination and analysis
provided in this EIR has been based on detailed impact assessment methodologies and
consultation with local agencies, consistent with both CEQA Statues and Guidelines and
methodologies provided by authoritative agencies. A TIA was prepared for the EIR to assist in the
identification of Project impacts to transportation systems within the Project area and vicinity. This
TIA was prepared by Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants and has been included in
Appendix E of this EIR. For discussion of the methodology used to support the analysis of Project
impacts, refer to the Impact Assessment and Methodologies section in each resources section of
this EIR.
Comment Response 18-12: Thank you for your comment. The FVCSP does not contain policies
or regulations relating to the requirement for drought tolerant landscaping or reducing turf areas,
but instead highly recommends the use of drought tolerant landscaping and discourages the use
of turf. Furthermore, state law requires that landscaping exceeding 500 square feet or
rehabilitation exceeding 2,500 square feet meet conservation requirements.
Comment Response 18-13: Thank you for your comment. The requirement for 70 percent
ground cover replacement is based on CARB Rule 403, which requires specific standards to
prevent, reduce or mitigate fugitive dust emissions. The requirement for the 70 percent
replacement of ground cover is provided to be consistent with this rule.
Comment Response 18-14: Thank you for your comment. No technical study was prepared
which concludes the insignificance of objectionable odors. Instead, this conclusion is based on
standard methodology for the assessment of impacts related to nuisance odors. As discussed
under Impact AQ-6, objectionable odors under the existing condition and anticipated under the
Project would be similar, as the Project does not propose changes in land use such that
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anticipated new development would generate substantial new odors or affect sensitive uses within
and surrounding the Project area.
Comment Response 18-15: Thank you for your comment. Information regarding areas of known
liquefaction or other geologic hazards is based on information provided in the City General Plan.
As geologic conditions remain relatively static over a shorter duration of time, a new technical
study was not considered necessary for the scope of this EIR.
Comment Response 18-16: Thank you for your comment. For detailed discussion of impacts
relating to liquefaction and subsidence, refer to Section 3.3, Geology and Soils. As discussed
under Impact GEO-2, the Project would not result in any significant impacts resulting from
construction of structures in areas of known risk from liquefaction or subsidence, as development
would be subject to comply with existing building regulations addressing these issues.
Comment Response 18-17: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 18-33.
As provided in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, mitigation measures MM T1, which would require the development of a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan addressing
management of traffic during construction to reduce impacts to surrounding roadways.
Establishment of specific work hours other than those permitted by the Fountain Valley Municipal
Code (FVMC) for individual projects occurring under the FVCSP is not warranted, but may be
considered during review of the Project or subsequent discretionary actions.
Comment Response 18-18: Thank you for your comment. Impacts to population and housing
are based on standard impact assessment methodology, and detailed discussion support the
conclusion of these impacts is provided in Section 3.9, Population and Housing. Additional
technical studies assessing impacts to population and housing was not considered in the scope
of this EIR.
Comment Response 18-19: Thank you for your comment. Noise levels are referenced in the
EIR, using measurement standards established for noise impact analyses and include Community
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) and day-night average noise level (Ldn). Such standards reference
noise sensitive periods as occurring during the hours of 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM; however, the
Fountain Valley Municipal Code Chapter 6.28 (Noise Ordinance) include special provisions that
limit certain construction and maintenance activities further between the hours of 7:00 AM to 8:00
PM on weekdays and between 9:00 AM to 9:00 PM on Saturdays. Refer to Comment Response
14-9.
Comment Response 18-20: Thank you for your comment. Noticing of the EIR was conducted in
conformance with Section 15087 of CEQA Guidelines and City noticing standards. While
additional noticing not required, the City may consider expanding the noticing radius beyond 500
feet as a courtesy to residents and property owners in the event of future development projects
occurring under the FVCSP.
Comment Response 18-21: Thank you for your comment. While a significant and unavoidable
impact has been identified resulting from increases in Project-related traffic to several I-405
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facilities, no mitigation has been provided as these facilities are within the jurisdiction of Caltrans,
and the City cannot feasibly implement necessary regional improvements to these facilities. For
completed and detailed discussion of Project impacts relating to traffic and transportation facilities,
refer to Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Comment Response 18-22: Thank you for your comment. No technical study was prepared to
supplement the information and impact assessment provided in Section 3.12, Utilities. Instead,
this impact analysis is based on detailed knowledge and review of City infrastructure, standard
utility impact assessment methodologies, review of existing service capacity, anticipated Project
utility demands, and close coordination with City Public Works officials. Additional discussion of
the methodology of utility impact analysis has been provided in Section 3.12.3.2 of Section 3.12,
Utilities.
Comment Response 18-23: Thank you, your comment has been noted. Impact statements such
as UT-1, UT-2, and UT-3 are intended to analyze varying potential project effects upon
wastewater generation, treatment, and service capacity capabilities and are not findings or
conclusions of project effects. Please refer to the accompanying text associated with each impact
statement, which provides the residual effects of the Project.
Comment Response 18-24: Thank you for your comment. As discussed under Impact UT-3 in
Section 3.12, Utilities, while the Project could cause significant environmental effects from the
construction of wastewater facilities, construction of these facilities would be subject to
compliance with applicable state and City development codes and regulations, and further
environmental review of these improvements could be deemed necessary. As such, the Projects
effect is considered less than significant.
Comment Response 18-25: Thank you for your comment. Discussion of City water availability
is based on the Draft Final UWMP prepared by the City, and Project water usage has been
determined using standard methodology and basic utility demand factors. See Section 3.12.3.2
for discussion of impact assessment methodology, and Impact UT-5 for discussion of Project
demands. In the event of a drought, the City and municipal water suppliers would initiate
conservation measures and requirements to reduce water demands and conserve water supplies.
Comment Response 18-26: Thank you for your comment. No mitigation has been provided, as
no significant impacts the environment resulting from the need for construction of new water
facilities have been identified. The conclusion of Impact UT-6 is based on existing City
infrastructure, estimated Project water demands, and close coordination with the City Public
Works department to determine capabilities of existing City infrastructure. Refer to discussion of
Impact UT-6 in Section 3.12, Utilities.
Comment Response 18-27: Thank you for your comment. While no technical study was
prepared or considered in the scope of this EIR, the analysis of impacts to energy resources in
Section 3.13, Energy Conservation, relies on detailed information from state agencies and local
service provides to determine the adequacy of existing infrastructure and need for new
infrastructure based on estimated Project energy demands. As discussed in this section,
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interconnection studies of electrical transmission lines had identified adequate deliverability of
electrical services within and surrounding the Project area, and based on Project energy demand
factors, the Project is not anticipated to require substantial new electrical infrastructure.
Comment Response 18-28: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 5.4.1.1 of
Section 5.0, Alternatives Analysis, the No Project Alternative would not implement the Project’s
detailed development standards or design guidelines. The No Project Alternative would not
provide heightened levels of design review and design features (e.g., increased landscaping,
pedestrian-friendly linkages between land uses, increased common public spaces, etc.).
Therefore, due to limited Project development standards related to the visual character of
proposed site development, impacts under the No Action Alternative are considered to be slightly
more adverse than under the proposed Project.
Comment Response 18-29: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 5.4.1.1 of
Section 5.0, Alternatives Analysis, the No Project Alternative would retain much of the existing
development and streetscape character within the Project area. Under the proposed Project, the
inclusion of coordinated design standards, the incorporation of streetscape, pedestrian, bicycle,
and transit improvements, and provision of detailed design guidelines to provide community
benefits would improve upon the existing industrial and auto-oriented trends that would continue
to occur under the No Project Alternative. Further, this alternative would not address a number of
key land use goals and policies that would be implemented by the Project, and the full extent of
opportunities for innovative and sustainable land use designs provided by the Project would not
occur in a coordinated manner nor with the intensity of beneficial community benefits or expected
economic potential. Therefore, impacts to land use under the No Project Alternative are
considered to be greater than under the Project.
Comment Response 18-30: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 18-9.
Comment Response 18-31: Thank you for your comment. The Electronic Message Board was
included as a cumulative project based on the list of known current projects within the City. This
project is separate from the FVCSP and is not related to this EIR, other than for consideration in
the assessment of cumulative impacts.
Comment Response 18-32: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in the EIR, the purpose
of the Project is to guide and restrict new development and redevelopment of the Project area,
allowing for development to occur based on the submittal and approval of development
applications throughout the specific plan lifetime. Implementation of the Project does not assume
that upon approval, the Project would initiate Project-wide demolition and construction for the
entirety of the lifetime of the Project, but instead assumes that individual development projects
would occur during this period whose construction schedules may overlap. For the purpose of
anticipating Project impacts, the assumption that construction and demolition would occur
consecutively throughout the life of the Project represents a conservative worse-case scenario.
However, based on the frequency and duration of past and current City projects, it is not
anticipated that Project area-wide construction would occur throughout the life of the Project.
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Therefore, it is not anticipated that Project construction would result in significant long-term effects
to public health and wellbeing.
Comment Response 18-33: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in the EIR, the purpose
of the Project is to guide and restrict new development and redevelopment of the Project area,
allowing for development to occur based on the submittal and approval of development
applications throughout the specific plan lifetime. Implementation of the Project does not assume
that upon approval, the Project would initiate Project-wide demolition and construction for the
entirety of the lifetime of the Project, but instead assumes that individual development projects
would occur during this period whose construction schedules may overlap. For the purpose of
anticipating Project impacts, the assumption that construction and demolition would occur
consecutively throughout the life of the Project represents a conservative worst-case scenario.
As discussed in Section 3.8, Noise, construction activities may exceed maximum allowable levels,
resulting in a potentially adverse impact to neighboring sensitive uses. However, adherence with
City Municipal Code standards for construction related noise would reduce short-term
construction noise impacts by requiring mobile equipment to be muffled, limiting the hours of
construction work to daytime hours, and requiring best management practices for hauling
activities, therefore reducing the potential for construction-related noise impacts.
Comment Response 18-34: Thank you for your comment. Mitigation measures MM AQ-5a
through 5f were identified as being necessary to reduce Project impacts related to the potential
exposure of future development to substantial pollutant concentrations. Under implementation of
the Project or any of its alternatives, these mitigation measures would be required to be
implemented, in order to reduce Project impacts. As discussed under Impact AQ-5, aspects of
each measure would be subject to review and approval by City decision makers prior to approval
of the Project, or any future development projects occurring under the FVCSP. See Impact AQ-5
in Section 3.2, Air Quality.
Comment Response 18-35: Thank you for your comment. Impacts resulting from concurrent
development of the Project and the I-405 Improvement Project are assessed in each resources
section of this EIR. See Sections 3.1 through 3.13. Please also refer to Section 8.7 below, which
provides an update and summary of how the Project would be affected by the proposed design
modifications to the I-405 Improvement Project.
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COMMENT LETTER 19 – LEO LEMIEUX
Comment Response 19-1: Thank you for your comment. As provided in Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, the proposed Project would result in potentially significant
impacts to several road segments and intersections within the Project area and surrounding
vicinity, as identified in the TIA provided in Appendix E. Although, the EIR impact analysis and
TIA did not identify any significant impacts that would occur to the Ward Street/Antelope River
Intersection requirement street and intersection improvements in order to accommodate
increases in traffic under implementation of the Project. However, the I-405 Improvement Project
proposes several improvements to Ward Street, including the widening of the Ward Street Bridge
allowing two lanes of travel in each direction, inclusion of a bike lane in each direction, and
development of pedestrian sidewalks in both directions. The EIR assesses the Project
cumulatively considerable impacts resulting from implementation of the Project concurrent with
implementation of the I-405 Improvement Project, as well as other proposed development projects
within the vicinity. This discussion of cumulative impacts is provided in Section 3.11.4.1 in Section
3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Comment Response 19-2: Thank you for your comment. If the Project is approved, the City
would be required to adopt all feasible mitigation measures identified in the EIR and required to
reduce significant Project impacts to below the level of significance would be required if the Project
is approved.
Comment Response 19-3: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
pertain to any inadequacies within the EIR and is not a CEQA-related issue. This comment has
been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 20 – MICHAEL WHITE
Comment Response 20-1: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Master Comment
Response 1 and 2.
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COMMENT LETTER 21 – PEGGY PARTNOFF
Comment Response 21-1: Thank you for your comment. In accordance with state law, the EIR
serves as a public disclosure document that analyzes a Project’s environmental effects and does
not propose, approve, or deny a project. The Project will be considered and recommendations to
adopt or not adopt the Project will ultimately be rendered by the City’s decision makers. For
information related to the LED message board occurring outside the Project area, please refer to
Comment Response 14-20.
Comment Response 21-2: Thank you for your comment. The environmental impacts associated
with implementation of the FVCSP are discussed within each resource section of the EIR
(Sections 3.1 through 3.13), and are summarized in Table ES-1 of the Executive Summary.
Where significant environmental impacts have been identified, the EIR provided detailed
mitigation measures which would be required as part of approval the Project or its alternatives in
order to reduce Project impacts to a less than significant degree. These mitigation measures have
also been summarized in Table ES-1 of the Executive summary, and are provided in each relevant
resource section of the EIR.
Comment Response 21-3: Thank you for your comment. However, this issues does not address
EIR analysis performed for the proposed Project. This comment has been forwarded to City
decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 22 – AUGIE LASCOLA
Comment Response 22-1: Thank you for your comment. Detailed discussion has been noted.
For an explanation of methods used to analyze the significance of aesthetics and visual
resources, please refer to EIR Section 3.1.3.2, in addition to the impacts analysis described in
Section 3.1.4.
Comment Response 22-2: Thank you, your comment has been noted. For an explanation of the
methods used to analyze the significance of aesthetics and visual resources, please refer to EIR
Section 3.1.3.2 in addition to the impacts analysis described in Section 3.1.4. A primary objective
of the FVCSP is to improve design standards of this planning area and permit a transition of the
area from warehouse and industrial uses to an area with increased landscaping, pedestrian-scale
connections, and public spaces. Visual compatibility will be reviewed by the City as specific site
development applications are submitted.
Comment Response 22-3: Thank you, your comment has been noted. For an explanation of the
methods used to analyze the significance of aesthetics and visual resources, please refer to EIR
Section 3.1.3.2 in addition to the impacts analysis described in Section 3.1.4.
Comment Response 22-4: Thank you, your comment has been noted.
Comment Response 22-5: Thank you, your comment has been noted. For an explanation of the
methods used to analyze the significance of air quality impacts, please refer to EIR Section 3.2.3
in addition to the impacts analysis described in Section 3.2.4.
Comment Response 22-6: Thank you for your comment. No outdoor or indoor firing ranges are
currently located within the Project area or vicinity, which would contribute to any environmental
or public health hazards, especially relating to hazardous waste. For past land use activities that
may have resulted in site contamination, MM HAZ-1 would require preparation of a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) to assess the presence of hazardous materials and require
compliance with all local, state and federal regulations to ensure that site conditions are abated.
Impacts related to hazardous materials and activities are discussed in Section 3.5, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials.
Comment Response 22-7: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
22-6.
Comment Response 22-8: Thank you for your comment. Additional discussion relating to
potential impacts resulting from placement of new development within close proximity to known
odor generating land uses has been included in the discussion of Impact AQ-6 in Section 3.2, Air
Quality.
Comment Response 22-9: Thank you for your comment. Impacts relating to development within
areas of known soil liquefaction or surface subsidence are discussion in Section 3.3, Geology and
Soils. As discussed under Impact GEO-2, the City is known to have a very high potential or
liquefaction due to high groundwater levels. However, impacts relating to development of
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structures under the Project are expected to be less than significant, as all new structures would
be required to adhere to the most current City building standards provided in the FVMC and
Fountain Valley Building Code. Adherence with these standards would ensure appropriate design
and maximum protection of all structures from liquefaction and surface subsidence.
Comment Response 22-10: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
22-6. Known hazardous, materials, and activities within the Project area and vicinity which may
result in potential impacts to the public or the environment have been identified and are discussed
in Section 3.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
Comment Response 22-11: Thank you, your comment has been noted.
Comment Response 22-12: Thank you, your comment has been noted.
Comment Response 22-13: Thank you, your comment has been noted.
Comment Response 22-14: Thank you, your comment has been noted.
Comment Response 22-15: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, the proposed Project would result in potentially significant
impacts to traffic, resulting from increases in congestion, intersection operations, and queuing
within the Project area and vicinity. However, detailed mitigation measures are provided which
would require improvements at these transportation facilities to ensure these facilities continue to
operate within allowable capacities with the addition of Project traffic. See Impact T-2 and
mitigation measures MM T-2a and MM T-2b in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and
Traffic.
Comment Response 22-16: Thank you for your comment. However, as discussed under Impact
HYD-1 in Section 3.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, individual development projects offering
under the Project would be required to prepare and submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to SWRCB
demonstrating compliance with the General Construction National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. Additionally, all construction activities would be subject to
inspection by the City Building and Safety Department. Operation of individual projects would be
managed consistently with the Orange County Municipal NPDES Stormwater permit and all
necessary development requirements. Therefore, due to necessary permit compliance
requirements and monitoring by City staff, impacts to hydrologic resources relating to construction
and operation are considered less than significant.
Comment Response 22-17: Thank you, your comment has been noted.
Comment Response 22-18: Thank you, your comment has been noted.
Comment Response 22-19: Thank you, your comment has been noted.
Comment Response 22-20: Thank you for your comment. Analysis of the Project’s consistency
with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations is provided in Table 3.7-1 of Section 3.7,
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Land Use and Planning Policies. The City will incorporate the EIR analysis into their land use
planning and policy consistency analysis as part of their findings and recommendations related
to the Project’s adoption process. Your comment has been provided to City staff for review.
Comment Response 22-21: Thank you for your comment. Detailed discussion of potential
impacts relating to the removal of street trees is provided under the discussion of Impact LU-3 in
Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning Policies. As discussed under this impact, the FVCSP and all
projects occurring under it are required to adhere to Chapter 12.04.040 of the FVMC, which
requires that no person or development shall engage in the planting, trimming, cutting, or removal
of any vegetation along any streets, parkways, or public spaces without prior approval from the
Director of the City Public Works Department. As such, impacts related to this matter are
considered less than significant, and additional study is not required.
Comment Response 22-22: Thank you for your comment. Detailed discussion of Impact N-2 is
provided in Section 3.8, Noise.
Comment Response 22-23: Thank you for your comment. As discussed under Impacts N-1 and
N-2, impacts to surrounding land uses resulting from construction activities, including the use of
construction equipment, would be less than significant, as these activities would be required to
comply with City standards for construction activities. Please refer to Section 3.8, Noise.
Comment Response 22-24: As discussed under Impacts N-3 and N-4, impacts to surrounding
land uses resulting from development operations, including the generation of ground-borne noise,
within the Project area would be less than significant, as buildout of the FVCSP is not anticipated
to result in a substantial change in existing noise levels within the Project area. Further, generation
operation of allowed development is not anticipated to exceed City thresholds. Therefore, impacts
are considered less than significant. Please refer to Impacts N-3 and N-4 in Section 3.8, Noise.
Comment Response 22-25: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
22-24.
Comment Response 22-26: Thank you for your comment. Project impacts to existing residential
populations and City housing are discussed in detail in Section 3.9, Population and Housing. As
discussed under Impact POP-2, no residential housing or resident populations existing within the
Project area which would be affected through redevelopment of this site. Further, the Project does
propose land use changes to zoned residential areas outside of the Project area. As such, Project
impacts are considered less than significant and no additional studies addressing this issue are
required.
Comment Response 22-27: Thank you for your comment. Detailed discussion of impacts to
public services are discussed in Section 3.10, Public Services. As discussed in this section,
impacts of the Project are anticipated to be less than significant. Refer to Impacts PUBS-1, PUBS2, PUBS-3, and PUBS-4.
Comment Response 22-28: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-27.
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Comment Response 22-29: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-27.
Comment Response 22-30: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-27.
Comment Response 22-31: Thank you for your comment. Existing traffic conditions are
discussed in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, and were included in the traffic
model prepared by Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants as part of the TIA included in
Appendix E. Additional traffic occurring as a result of implementation of the Project was analyzed
based on complex transportation models to determine the impact these trips would have on
existing traffic conditions to determine the severity of Project impacts. Where the Project would
result in or contribute towards the exceedance of acceptable transportation service capacities,
mitigation measures have been proposed which would reduce Project impacts and ensure
adequate service of these intersections and roadways. See discussion of Project impacts to traffic
in Section 3.11.4 of Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic. Refer also to Master
Comment Response 1 and 2.
Comment Response 22-32: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-31.
Comment Response 22-33: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-31.
Comment Response 22-34: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-31.
Comment Response 22-35: Thank you for your comment. While the proposed Project may
increase demand for pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities, the FVCSP would facilitate
improvements to these facilities, ensure adequate service, connectivity, and access. See Impact
T-5 in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Comment Response 22-36: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-31.
Comment Response 22-37: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-31.
Comment Response 22-38: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-31.
Comment Response 22-39: Thank you for your comment. While the proposed Project has the
potential to increase wastewater flows and the demand for wastewater treatment, the anticipated
generation of wastewater within the Project area under full buildout of the FVCSP would not
exceed treatment capacity of the OCSD Reclamation Plan No. 1 or Reclamation Plant No. 2. As
such, impacts related to generation of wastewater under the Project are considered less than
significant. See discussion of Impact UT-1, UT-2, and UT-3 in Section 3.12, Utilities.
Comment Response 22-40: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-39.
Comment Response 22-41: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-39.
Comment Response 22-42: Thank you for your comment. Detailed discussion of the Project’s
potential to result in impacts to storm water and water supply facilities or impacts resulting from
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the construction of new facilities is provided under Impact UT-4 and Impact UT-6 in Section 3.12,
Utilities. As construction of any new facilities would be subject to applicable state and City
development codes and regulations, the potential for the Project to result in inadvertent impacts
to the environment from the necessitated expansion of these facilities is considered less than
significant.
Comment Response 22-43: Thank you for your comment. While the proposed Project has the
potential to increase demand for water supplies, the anticipated demand for water supplies within
the Project area under full buildout of the FVCSP would not exceed the availability of City water
supplies. As such, impacts related to additional water demand under the Project are considered
less than significant. See discussion of Impact UT-5 in Section 3.12, Utilities.
Comment Response 22-44: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-42.
Comment Response 22-45: Thank you for your comment. While the proposed Project has the
potential to result the production of solid waste from increased development, the existing capacity
of solid waste disposal facilities is suitable to accommodate increases in solid waste generated
by the Project. As such, impacts related to additional water demand under the Project are
considered less than significant. See discussion of Impact UT-7 in Section 3.12, Utilities, for
detailed discussion of anticipated solid waste generation, existing disposal facility capacities, and
Project impacts to the disposal or recycling of solid waste.
Comment Response 22-46: Thank you, your comment has been noted.
Comment Response 22-47: Thank you for your comment. While the proposed Project has the
potential to result the energy demands, design feature requirements of the FVCSP and energy
requirements under the FVMC would ensure that development would meet or exceed established
energy conservation requirements. As such, impacts related to the additional demand and
potential inefficient use of energy resources are considered less than significant. See discussion
of Impact EC-1 in Section 3.13, Energy Conservation, for detailed discussion of energy
conservation requirements and Project impacts.
Comment Response 22-48: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Section 3.13, Energy
Conservation, for detailed discussion of impacts relating to the potential need for construction of
additional electrical generation or transmission facilities.
Comment Response 22-49: Thank you, your comment has been noted.
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COMMENT LETTER 23 – MICHAEL WELLBORN
Comment Response 23-1: Thank you for your comment. Detailed transportation impact analysis
and identification of Project impacts is included in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and
Traffic, of this EIR, as well as the technical transportation study prepared for the Project and
included in Appendix E. Within these discussion, Project impacts to transportation and circulation
systems from increased traffic generated by the Project would largely result in less than significant
effects after the implementation of proposed mitigation measures which have been designed to
remediate the Project effects on these facilities. However, a significant and unavoidable impact
has been identified and resulting from increases in Project-related traffic to several I-405 facilities.
As these facilities are within the jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation, the
City cannot assure necessary improvements to these facilities are made in order to remediate
increases in Project traffic. For completed and detailed discussion of Project impacts relating to
traffic and transportation facilities, refer to Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Additionally, portions of this comment that address the merits of Project adoption have been
forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration. Please note that mitigation
measure MM T-2a requires the adoption of a fee justification study to identify costs associated
with potential roadway and intersection improvements and a corresponding fee schedule so that
developers would pay their fair share of costs associated with transportation impacts.
Comment Response 23-2: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
23-1.
Comment Response 23-3: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
17-1.
Comment Response 23-4: Thank you for your comment. The FVCSP provides for development
parking consistent with City policies. Special incentives are provided in exchange for TDM
measures and mix of complimentary uses that are intended to reduce vehicle travel and reduce
parking demand.
Comment Response 23-5: Thank you for your comment. The FVCSP details several travel
demand management measures intended to reduce vehicle travel and already encompasses
many of the suggested strategies presented. A VMT assessment was conducted that indicated
the VMT per capita is forecast to decrease with implementation of the project. Please see analysis
of Impact GHG-2 within Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, regarding SB 375 measures.
Comment Response 23-6: Thank you for your comment. Appropriate responses to these
concerns have been provided in Comment Responses 23-4 and 23-5, above. Where revisions to
the text of the EIR are required in order to clearly and adequately response to these concerns,
appropriate revisions have been provided.
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COMMENT LETTER 24 – SCOTT BARNARD, BARNARD VENTURES, LLC.
Comment Response 24-1: Thank you for your comment. The commenter asserts that “the traffic
study does not address the impacts on the street segments between intersections.” As noted on
Draft EIR page 3.11-27, the City utilized significance criteria focused upon intersections. The City
is not required to utilize a methodology which focuses upon the segments in between. (East
Sacramento Partnership for a Livable City v. City of Sacramento (2016) 5 Cal.App.5th 281
[“ESPLC next faults the EIR for failing to analyze roadway segments; instead the EIR focused on
intersections. The EIR studied 32 intersections. Information on nearly 20 roadway segments was
provided but labeled ‘for information purposes only.’… The EIR explained that its traffic analysis
was focused on intersections rather than roadway segments because roadway capacity was
governed by intersections. Under the Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, the decision on which to
study should be made on an individual project basis. These guidelines further state that in general,
intersections rather than roadways should be studied when analyzing in-fill areas. Substantial
evidence supports the City’s methodology in focusing on intersections.”]
As provided in Section 3.11.1.5 of Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, the EIR
acknowledges many of the concerns of residents of the City with regard to residential access,
ingress, and egress along highly congested or high-speed City streets within and surrounding the
Project area. Further, the EIR discusses under Impact T-4 the potential for the Project to generate
new traffic and increase traffic volumes which could incrementally increase residential side street
delays for access onto these arterials, traffic flow along these arterials, and associated gaps in
traffic to permit side street access, impacts which may often be associated with the safety of
vehicles attempting to access or depart from side streets on to busier arterial roadways. However,
it is noted that signalized intersections which release cars in groups or “platoons” along these
arterials cause or control much of these traffic conditions. Therefore, although some increases in
delays can be anticipated, signal timing would continue to govern most traffic flows and gaps in
traffic that subsequently govern side street access. More detailed discussion of Project impacts
to neighborhood access to residential areas surrounding the Project area is provided under
discussion of Impact T-4. As discussed therein, Project impacts on residential side-street access
are considered incremental and proposed improvements to street and intersection operations
under the FVCSP and I-405 Improvement Project would improve traffic flow and reduce existing
congestion such that impacts are considered less than significant. Please also refer to Master
Comment Response 1. Furthermore, issues specifically related to traffic safety, (i.e., introduction
of incompatible uses or development of hazardous design features) were determined to be less
than significant in the Initial Study, Section XVI(d) as the Project would not result in the
introduction of land uses which may introduce incompatible uses to existing transportation
facilities or result in the design or substantial exacerbation of hazardous road features. Traffic
calming has been proposed as part of the specific plan that would reduce vehicle speeds along
this corridor. The reduction of vehicle speeds will provide for easier access at driveways along
Euclid.
Comment Response 24-2: Thank you for your comment. The commenter asserts that “The traffic
study does not address the impact of increased traffic on southbound Euclid St.” Contrary to the
assertion in the comment, the EIR did analyze several intersections at Euclid Street, which
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included southbound traffic. This included Intersection #2 (Warner Ave & Euclid St.), Intersection
#4 (Slater Avenue & Euclid Street), Intersection #10 (Talbert Avenue & Euclid Street), Intersection
#15 (Euclid Street & Newhope Street/Northbound I-405 Ramps), Intersection #16 (Euclid Street
& Condor Avenue), Intersection #19 (Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps).
Despite the assertion that implementation of the Project would increase traffic volumes at these
intersections by up to 45 percent during the Existing Plus Project conditions, the analysis of
Project increases in traffic to local roadways concludes that implementation would increase traffic
volumes along roadways with known safety and street access concerns by as much as 4.9
percent. (Refer to Table 3.11-13 under Impact T-4 of EIR Section 3.11). Such increases would
decrease gaps and increase delays by an incremental amount. Further, it is important to note that
the FVCSP has identified the Euclid Street corridor from Newhope Avenue to Ellis Avenue/Euclid
Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps (Intersection #19) for potential traffic calming improvements,
which would help to reduce vehicle speeds, improve side street ingress/egress, and facilitate
vehicle and multi-modal safety along this corridor. To the extent the commenter was simply
referencing street segments,. Please please refer to Comment Response 24-1. Regarding
consideration and analysis of Project impacts in relation to peak hour traffic rather than average
daily trips, the traffic analysis utilizes and employs methodologies for analysis consistent with
adopted City of Fountain Valley, City of Santa Ana, and City of Costa Mesa thresholds and Orange
County Congestion Management Plan Guidelines. This analysis also bases the methodology for
assessing impacts to Caltrans facilities upon Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact
Studies. Per these thresholds and guidelines, analysis of project-related impacts the
transportation environment in terms of peak hour traffic is considered appropriate.
Comment Response 24-3: Thank you for your comment. With regard to traffic safety, please
refer to Comment Response 24-1 and 24-2.
Comment Response 24-4: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
24-1. Recommendations for alternative roadway improvements and traffic calming measures are
best addressed towards City decision-makers. Please note that all comments and suggestions
will be included as part of the administrative record and made available to the decision-makers
for their consideration prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
Comment Response 24-5: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
24-4.
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COMMENT LETTER 25 – LAUREL GOLDEN
Comment Response 25-1: Thank you for your comment. We note that the referenced electronic
sign project is not within the Project area. Signage that has the potential to affect the Project area
would be subject to environmental and planning review as part of its entitlement process. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 26 – ROBERT AND BERVERLY CIELNICKY
Comment Response 26-1: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 26-2: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 26-3: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 26-4: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 26-5: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 27 – PATRICK TUCKER
Comment Response 27-1: Due to the nature of the Programmatic EIR, individual development
action occurring within the Project area would be governed under the FVCSP, and subject to the
policies, regulations, design standards, and development requirements established in Appendix
C. Per CEQA, subsequent activities occurring in the program must be examined in the light of the
Program EIR to determine whether additional environmental documentation is required. For
instance, “if a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new
Initial Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a Negative Declaration” (CEQA
Section 15168(c)(1)). This allows the City to compare the actions of a proposed development, or
project, to the original scope of this EIR to determine if subsequent environmental review is
required. Approval of this EIR does not permit any and all development to be approved within the
area of the FVCSP, but instead allows for expedited review of projects that are fully consistent
with the requirements, design standards, and regulations of the FVCSP.
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COMMENT LETTER 28 – ANDREA MARSHALL
Comment Response 28-1: Thank you for your comment. With the exception of transportationrelated comments, many of your comments address the merits of the proposed Project. The EIR
neither approves nor denies a project but focuses upon public disclosure of potential
environmental effects of a project. Therefore, your comment has been forwarded to City decision
makers for review and consideration based on planning-based issues.
With regards to transportation related concerns, traffic conditions are discussed in Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, and were included in the traffic model prepared by Fehr
& Peers Transportation Consultants as part of the TIA included in Appendix E. Additional traffic
occurring as a result of implementation of the Project was analyzed based on complex
transportation models to determine the impact these trips would have on existing traffic conditions
to determine the severity of Project impacts. Were the Project would result in or contribute towards
the exceedance of acceptable transportation service capacities, mitigation measures have been
proposed which would reduce Project impacts and ensure adequate service of these intersections
and roadways. See discussion of Project impacts to traffic in Section 3.11.4 of Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
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COMMENT LETTER 29 – MARY ANN ALIANO
Comment Response 29-1: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
28-1. Your comments have been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 30 – REBECCA CAPTAIN
Comment Response 30-1: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 14-2:
Comment Response 30-2: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 21-2.
Comment Response 30-3: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 31 - TRACEY PAGTULUNAN AND ERIC SCHRIEBER
Comment Response 31-1: Thank you for your comment. The EIR contains detailed analysis of
Project impacts to nearby and surrounding uses resulting from construction and operational
emissions as a result of Project implementation. As provided in detailed air emissions model
results included in Appendix D and discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, under Impacts AQ-1,
AQ-2, and AQ-5, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the generation of air
pollutants such that Project air emissions would exceed establish thresholds or emissions criteria.
Comment Response 31-2: Thank you for your comment. Detailed discussion and analysis of
potential impacts resulting from the generation of noise throughout construction and operation of
the Project, especially the effects of such on nearby sensitive land uses, is provided in Section
3.8, Noise. Results of this analysis conclude that after implementation of mitigation measure MM
N-1, which requires individual developers to prepare a Construction Noise Management Plan,
impacts to land uses within the Project area and surrounding uses in the vicinity would not be
significant. Refer to discussion of Impact N-1 for detailed discussion of construction-related noise
impacts.
Comment Response 31-3: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Master Comment
Response 1 and 2. Mitigation measures have been proposed to reduce traffic congestion and
Project impacts on the traffic environment (see Impact T-1), subsequently reducing potential for
increases in traffic-related emissions associated with construction activities. With regard to
increases in traffic or congestion as a result of construction activities within the Project area,
associated increases in vehicle emissions would be short-term and incremental when compared
to existing condition. Further, as is identified and discussed in Impact AQ-1 in Section 3.2, Air
Quality, impacts from construction of the Project are estimated to be below SCAQMD adopted
thresholds of significance for short-term construction emissions, and impacts are therefore
considered less than significant.
Comment Response 31-4: Thank you for your comment. Discussion of City water supply and
analysis of impacts resulting from implementation of the Project are provided in Section 3.12,
Utilities. As provided in this analysis and Table 3.12-6, increases in demand for City water supply
under buildout of the FVCSP would be accommodated by existing MWDOC and City water
supplies. Refer to discussion of Impact UT-5 in Section 3.12, Utilities.
Comment Response 31-5: Thank you for your comment. Impacts related to air quality, noise,
traffic, and the City water supply are discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, Section 3.8, Noise,
Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic and Section 3.12, Utilities, respectfully.
Further, specific concerns raised in this comment letter relating to these issues have addressed
in Comment Responses 31-1, 31-2, 31-2, and 31-4, above.
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COMMENT LETTER 32 – HARRY
Comment Response 32-1: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 33 – J. SMOLINKSI
Comment Response 33-1: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 33-2: Thank you for your comment. Impacts to aesthetic and visual
resources resulting from implementation of the Project are discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics
and Visual Resources. See discussion of Impacts VIS-1 through VIS-5.
Comment Response 33-3: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
11-22 related to construction related effects and Project buildout.
Comment Response 33-4: Thank you for your comment. A number of alternatives, including a
No Housing Alternative, was considered in this EIR. Consideration of a reduced housing
alternative was not included in the analysis of the Draft EIR as it was not anticipated that a reduced
housing alternative would substantially differ in impact determination or the objectives of the
Project. Instead, the alternatives analysis provided in Section 5.0 Alternatives, included
consideration of a No Housing Alternative and Intensified Office and Residential Buildout
Alternative. Refer to Section 5.0 for a discussion of alternatives considered in this analysis and
comparative analysis of the Project and proposed alternatives.
Comment Response 33-5: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 14-9.
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COMMENT LETTER 34 – THE MILLERS
Comment Response 34-1: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 34-2: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 35 – ROBERT IANNONE
Comment Response 35-1: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 36 – CARI SWAN
Comment Response 36-1: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 36-2: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 36-3: Thank you for your comment. The residential development
referenced are located more than 3 miles from the Project site, and additional traffic generated
from these developments is not anticipated to significantly affect future traffic conditions along the
intersections and roadways within the Project area or vicinity. While the EIR and TIA analysis
does not specifically assess impacts of traffic from these projects due to their proximity from the
Project area, the cumulative traffic analysis accounts for increases in traffic volumes based on
anticipated regional growth assumptions developed under the Costa Mesa Transportation
Analysis Model (CMTM). It is anticipated that development from these projects, including
additional cumulative development occurring outside of the Project vicinity, would be captured
under this cumulative growth analysis. For detailed discussion of traffic growth assumptions and
cumulative analysis of regional traffic, please refer to Section 3.11.4.1 of Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, as well as Appendix E. Please also refer also to Master
Comment Response 1 and 2.
Comment Response 36-4: Thank you for your comment. The intersection of MacArthur
Boulevard and Hyland Avenue is located in the City of Costa Mesa. As discussed in Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic in the EIR and in Appendix E. Please refer to Comment
Response 8-1.
Comment Response 36-5: Thank you, your comment is appreciated and has been noted.
Further, your comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 37 – GAYLE MCLEAN
Comment Response 37-1: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not specifically
address an issue within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This
comment has been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 38 – VIC AND NANCY JONES
Comment Response 38-1: Thank you for your comment. With regard to traffic concerns, refer to
Comment Response 17-4.
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COMMENT LETTER 39 – WILLIAM STIVERS
Comment Response 39-1: Thank you for your comment. With regard to traffic concerns, refer to
Comment Response 17-4. However, additional comments do not specifically address an issue
within the EIR, but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project. This comment has been
forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 40 – JAN FUSILLO
Comment Response 40-1: Thank you for your comment. However, this comment does not
identify specific issues with the EIR, and does not provided details on concerns of the listed
resources areas. Detailed discussion of impacts to environmental resources are discussed in
Sections 3.1 through 3.13 of this EIR, and impacts and mitigation measures are summarized in
Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary.
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COMMENT LETTER 41 – LISA COX
Comment Response 41-1: Thank you for your comment. Discussion of the existing capacity and
availability of local public schools likely to serve the development of the FVCSP is discussed in
Section 3.10, Public Services. As discussed under Impact PUBS-2, development of additional
residences under the FVCSP would increase demand for public school services, increasing
student and enrollment. Of the local public schools that provide student enrollment in the Project
area, Cox Elementary has approximately 30 seats available; Gisler has approximately 45 seats
available; Matsuda has approximately 10-15 seats available; Talbert has approximately 30 seats
available; and Fountain Valley High School has reached total capacity but is part of the Huntington
Beach Union High School District, which provides open enrollment opportunities to students at
the beginning of each calendar year. As such, new high school students would be enrolled in
other local schools within this district that have available capacity, such as Edison High School,
Huntington Beach High School, Westminster High School, Ocean View High School, and Marina
High School. To address enrollment capacity and school facility issues, applicants proposing both
residential and/or nonresidential development under the FVCSP would be required to pay school
development fees, pursuant to Senate Bill 50, Assembly Bill 181, and Assembly Bill 2926. See
discussion of Impact PUBS-2 in Section 3.10, Public Services. The EIR has been revised to
provide supplemental information related to enrollment capacities at the local public schools.
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COMMENT LETTER 42 – PAMELA RAIDY
Comment Response 42-1: Thank you for your comment. With regard to increases in traffic and
impacts to the transportation network under the Project, please refer to Master Comment
Response 1 and 2.
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COMMENT LETTER 43 – GEORGE
Comment Response 43-1: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project
Description, and Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, the FVCSP contains several
development standards and guidelines pertaining to issues of visual character and aesthetics.
Comment Response 43-2: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Comment Response
41-1.
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COMMENT LETTER 44 – KIM CONSTANTINE (1)
Comment Response 44-1: Thank you for your comment. The City extended the public comment
period an additional two days to February 22 to account for the holiday and weekend schedule.
Comment Response 44-2: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 5-1 and
14-16.
Comment Response 44-3: Thank you for your comment. As part of the EIR analysis of impacts
relating to hazardous waste and materials, national and state databases (e.g., Geotracker,
EnviroStor, Toxmap and Toxic Release Inventory [TRI]) that detail contamination at known
hazardous sites were reviewed for contamination sites within the Project area. Where soil and
groundwater sampling indicated the presence of contaminated soils or groundwater, these sites
have already undergone remediation or are in the process of being remediated and are being
regulated by appropriate state agencies. The requirement for additional soil samples and water
samples were not considered in the scope of this Program EIR. To ensure individual development
occurring under the FVCSP does not result in soil or water contamination from hazardous
substances, the EIR identifies and requires implementation of mitigation measure MM HAZ-1,
which would require preparation of a Phase I ESA which would further require preparation of
comprehensive surveys for hazardous building materials in structures proposed for demolition,
prior to initiation of construction activities. In addition, all new development would be subject to
state and federal regulations pertaining to the identification or handling of hazardous materials,
engagement in potentially hazardous activities, and management and remediation of sites
engaged in these activities. Refer to discussion of Impact HAZ-1, HAZ-2, and HAZ-3 in Section
3.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
Comment Response 44-4: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 5-1 and
14-16.
Comment Response 44-5: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Master Comment
Response 1 and 2.
Comment Response 44-6: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Master Comment
Response 1 and 2.
Comment Response 44-7: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 14-20.
Comment Response 44-8: Thank you for your comment. Residential and commercial land uses
are complimentary since the parking demand peaks at different hours of the day. These two uses
can share parking lots which reduces the need for total parking spaces supplied.
Comment Response 44-9: Thank you for your comment. The Ward Street bridge widening
project will occur concurrent with the I-405 improvement project, which will alleviate much of the
traffic associated with the bottleneck.
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Comment Response 44-10: Thank you for your comment. The traffic study was conducted
concurrent with the Notice of Preparation on the Project and consists of counts collected in 2015.
Traffic counts were collected at the anticipated most congested times of the day, during the
morning and evening commutes. These time periods are the standard for studying traffic
conditions and studying additional days or hours are not necessary.
Comment Response 44-11: Thank you for your comment. Traffic generated by parents making
school trips was included in the trip generation and VMT estimates developed for the Project.
Comment Response 44-12: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 14-20.
Comment Response 44-13: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 44-8.
Comment Response 44-14: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 11-39.
Comment Response 44-15: Thank you for your comment. Section 3.5, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, includes discussion of existing hazards, including underground storage tanks (USTs),
located within the Project area. As discussed under Impact HAZ-4, hazardous materials sites
identified within the Project area are not considered sites of hazardous concern, as these sites
are non-operational, or are cleanup sites currently under remediation. As such, impacts
associated with new development within proximity of these sites are considered less than
significant.
Comment Response 44-16: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 44-10.
Comment Response 44-17: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-6.
Comment Response 44-18: Thank you for your comment. For discussion of impacts relating to
compatibility of land uses with respect to nuisances such as noise, odors, and traffic, refer to
Section 3.8, Noise, Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and
Traffic, respectfully.
Comment Response 44-19: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 5-1 and
14-16.
Comment Response 44-20: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 44-18.
Comment Response 44-21: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 11-39.
Comment Response 44-22: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 44-15.
Comment Response 44-23: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 44-16.
Comment Response 44-24: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-6.
Comment Response 44-25: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 43-1.
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Comment Response 44-26: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 14-20.
Comment Response 44-27: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-43.
Comment Response 44-28: Thank you for your comment. Effects of the Project and potential
impacts related to increases in crime and demand for police protection services are discussed in
Section 3.10, Public Services. As discussed in this section and under Impact PUBS-1, the FVPD
does not anticipate the need for additional resources based on projected City growth. Further, as
part of the City’s development review and approval process, the Planning and Building
Department would review proposed developments in the Project area and provide specific
recommendations related to security features and opportunities to reduce crime.
Comment Response 44-29: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 44-18.
Comment Response 44-30: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 44-25.
Comment Response 44-31: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 14-20.
Comment Response 44-32: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 44-8.
Comment Response 44-33: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 5-1 and
14-16.
Comment Response 44-34: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 44-8.
Comment Response 44-35: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-43.
Comment Response 44-36: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 11-39.
Comment Response 44-37: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 44-15.
Comment Response 44-38: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 44-16.
Comment Response 44-39: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-6.
Comment Response 44-40: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 22-43.
Comment Response 44-41: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 5-1 and
14-16.
Comment Response 44-42: Thank you for your comment. The City has not yet determined a
hearing date for City decision makers to review the Project and determine whether the Project will
be approved or denied. Once determined, the City will provide notice of such hearing.
Comment Response 44-43: Thank you. Your comments are appreciated and have been noted.
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Comment Response 44-44: This EIR includes a full analysis of potential impacts associated with
the generation of light and glare from implementation of the Project under Impact VIS-5 of Section
3.1, Aesthetics. As discussed in this section of the EIR, the FVCSP includes development
standards and design requirements to reduce potential glare and light spillover from future
development projects. The regulations require shielding and site orientation to reduce lighting
issues and height standards for new lighting systems adjacent to residential corridors, such as
those along Talbert Avenue. Further, future discretionary development projects proposed within
the FVCSP would require design review by City staff. While site specific measures may not be
identified in the FVCSP, future development occurring under the FVCSP may choose to further
consider, implement as a project design feature, or be required through discretion by the City,
development features which would reduce, eliminate, or prevent light pollution and glare.
Comment Response 44-45: As part of this EIR, Project impacts to greenhouse gas emissions
have been analyzed in Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. After a revised analysis and
modeling of air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions, the Project was determined to have a
less than significant impact on the environment, as construction and operations greenhouse gas
emissions would not exceed adopted thresholds. Therefore, the identification and requirement for
mitigation to reduce Project greenhouse gas emissions was required. Regardless, the FVCSP
has identified and planned for redevelopment within the Project area in a manner that would
reduce reliance on personal vehicles through development of a work-live environment and
improvements to the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit network. New development occurring under
the FVCSP would be subject to the most recently adopted edition of the California Green Building
Standards Code, which would include new regulations for California Code of Regulations Title 24
energy standards. The FVCSP further supports and encourages future development to exceed
Title 24 requirements and implement further energy reduction strategies. These aspects of the
FVCSP would serve to reduce overall greenhouse gas emissions from future development.
Comment Response 44-46: Included in Section 2.6.7, General Open Space and Setback Area
Guidelines of the FVCSP are policies which encourage the use of recycled water systems as part
of landscape irrigation to the maximum extent feasible through City, business and property owner
participation in the Green Acres Project which is run by the Orange County Water District. With
regard to City water supplies, Section 3.12, Utilities includes a detailed discussion of existing and
future City water supplies which has been updated since release of the Initial Study prepared for
this Project. Specifically, Table 3.12-3, Current and Project Water Supply, identifies current and
projected City water supplies, as reported in the City’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. As
provided in the revised discussion of Future Water Demand provided in Section 3.12.1.1 of the
EIR, MWD has anticipated the ability to meet full City water demands during north, dry, and
multiple dry year conditions.
Comment Response 44-47: To determine the baseline air quality of the site and compare against
the Project’s estimated operational air emissions under Project buildout conditions, the air quality
analysis included modeling of air emissions using the air emissions estimator CalEEMod program
based on the current land use pattern and amount of development of the site. While the EIR
performs this analysis for the existing Project area, modeling of air emissions from the I-405 and
OCSD facility which are not included as part of the Project area, is not required either under CEQA
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
Revised Final EIR

8-233

8.0 Response to Comments

or the SCAQMD recommended methodology for air quality analysis. For a detailed discussion
and list of mitigation measures required to reduce Project impacts to regional air quality and GHG,
refer to Section 3.2, Air Quality and Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
Comment Response 44-48: For description of the alternative transportation methods evaluated
in this EIR, refer to Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic. Specifically, the modes
of alternative transportation analyzed in this EIR include pedestrian, bicycle, and transit.
Comment Response 44-49: For description of the improvements proposed under the FVCSP,
including general development features and planned capital improvements, refer to Section 2.0,
Project Description and the Draft FVCSP included as Appendix C of this EIR. As a programmatic
document, the FVCSP does not identify the specific nature, design, amount, or extent of future
development that may occur under the life of program. These features of development would be
determined and subject to the appropriate level of review, approval, and permitting by the City at
the time of submittal of applications for development.
Comment Response 44-50: The FVCSP does not identify greenbelts or parks as a measure to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. However, as stated above, Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions provides a full analysis of Project impacts from greenhouse gas emissions and
identifies a less than significant effect on the environment from Project implementation. This is in
part due to features and development standards of the FVCSP that would serve to reduce overall
greenhouse gas emissions. Future development projects under the FVCSP may also choose to
implement features which would further reduce total greenhouse gas emissions.
Comment Response 44-51: As discussed in Section 3.12, Utilities of this EIR, the City currently
considers the existing water and wastewater collection and conveyance infrastructure systems
within the Project area sufficient in terms of size and age to service existing development. While
the net increase in demand for water and generation of wastewater is not determined to exceed
the capacity of existing systems (see Impact UT-2 and UT-6), there is the potential that new
development occurring under the FVCSP may incrementally trigger the need for the expansion
or replacement of existing infrastructure. To address such impacts, the EIR has been revised to
include the requirement for mitigation measure UT-3, which would require the City to adopt and
implement a FVCSP Utility Infrastructure Financing Program. This program would ensure that
adequate funding and financing for improvements to these systems is identified and acquired as
needed to serve the demands of new land uses anticipated to occur under the FVCSP.
Comment Response 44-52: Included in the Initial Study for the FVCSP (EIR Appendix A) is a
brief analysis of impacts to biological resources, which include natural wildlife species and habitat
that may be present at or within the vicinity of the Project area, or could be potentially affected
from implementation of the Project. The Initial Study determined that impacts to biological
resources from Project implementation would be less than significant and would not require
further analysis in the EIR. In addition, Section 4.0, Other CEQA Consideration, includes a brief
description and analysis of potential impacts to biological resources and again concludes that
impacts to such resources would be less than significant (see Section 4.3.2, Biological
Resources).
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Comment Response 44-53: Impacts to transportation and traffic are discussed and analyzed in
Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic. As discussed in this section, this analysis
has been based on the results of the TIA prepared by Fehr & Peers for the Project, which had
been updated in 2017 to address comments received on the pre-recirculation Final EIR. The
scope of the TIA included analysis of a total of 20 intersections, located both within the Project
area and surrounding road network, and included analysis of intersections located outside of the
City’s jurisdiction. Included in the TIA is an analysis of Project impacts on intersection operations,
freeway mainline facilities, assessment of vehicle miles of travel, and an analysis of on- and
offramp queues based on estimated increases in traffic under Existing (2015) With Project,
Existing (2015) Without Project, Buildout Year (2035) With Project, and Buildout Year (2035)
Without Project conditions. With regard to the Ward Street crossover, the I-405 Improvement
Project which would occur concurrently with development under the FVCSP would widen the
bridge to include two travel lanes in each direction, a bike lane in each direction, and sidewalks
on both sides of the street between Antelope River Avenue and Talbert Avenue. These
improvements would improve traffic flow and non-vehicular access along this critical road
segment.
Comment Response 44-54: Discussion of the existing noise environment, which is primarily
dominated by vehicular noise generated along the I-405 corridor, and Project impacts related to
the existing and future noise environment are discussed in Section 3.8, Noise. While the analysis
did not identify potentially significant impacts related to operational noise levels generated by
future development or exposure of persons to noise levels generated by the I-405, individual
development projects subject to the discretion of the City may be determined to require
construction of noise attenuating measures to protect future land uses from existing noise levels.
These noise attenuating measures may include the installation of noise barriers such as sound
walls, use of noise dampening construction materials, or the design of new structures to reduce
interior noise levels. Requirements for installation of such noise measures would be determined
during the project application and approval process on a case-by-case basis.
Comment Response 44-55: Traffic conditions are discussed in Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic, and were included in the TIA prepared by Fehr & Peers Transportation
Consultants (Appendix E of the EIR). Additional traffic occurring as a result of implementation of
the Project was analyzed based on complex transportation models to determine the impact these
trips would have on existing traffic conditions to determine the severity of Project impacts. Were
the Project would result in or contribute towards the exceedance of acceptable transportation
service capacities, mitigation measures have been proposed which would reduce Project impacts
and ensure adequate service of these intersections and roadways. See discussion of Project
impacts to traffic in Section 3.11.4 of Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Comment Response 44-56: Discussion and analysis of Project impacts to public services,
including impacts associated with increases in demand for police, fire protection, and emergency
response services is provided in Section 3.10, Public Services. As discussed in this section,
implementation of the Project would have the potential to increase demand for such services.
However, given the current availability of these services and the Project’s incremental increase in
the number of new residents and employees, implementation of the Project would not have a
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significant impact on the availability of these public services. Further, individual development
projects occurring under the FVCSP would be subject to adopted City policies and regulations
requiring the payment and contribution of development impact fees which would adequately
address impacts on public facilities, infrastructure, and parks. While the City does not currently
have standards for developer fees for the purpose of ensuring adequate police protection, as
discussed under Impact PUBS-1, the FVPD does not anticipate the need for additional police
resources based on City growth projects. Regardless, should future development under the
Project or cumulative projects result in conditions that require additional police protection
resources, such projects would be subject to review and approval by the City Planning and
Building Department, who would recommend additional security measures or review by FVPD to
determine the need for police protection resources.
Comment Response 44-57: This comment does not directly pertain to the analysis contained
within the EIR, but will be considered by City decisions makers during the review process of the
proposed Project.
Comment Response 44-58: The FVCSP is a specific plan which is designed to implement the
goals and policies of the City General Plan for the Project area through detailed development
standards, land use planning, infrastructure requirements, capital improvement programs, and
identification of additional development goals and policies. The FVCSP considered for adoption
and analyzed in this EIR does not directly propose the development of new structures, but instead
establishes measures and development standards for new development which may occur within
the Project area. Due to the lack of plans for site specific development, the architectural design
and aesthetic of new development cannot be anticipated. However, new development would be
subject to the policies and guidelines of Section 2.8, Architecture Regulations of the FVCSP which
are intended to ensure that new buildings and renovations contribute high quality development,
support district character, maintain the desired human scale, and promote stability, value, and
investment within the Project area.
Comment Response 44-59: Traffic conditions are discussed in Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic, and were included in the TIA prepared by Fehr & Peers Transportation
Consultants (Appendix E of the EIR). Additional traffic occurring as a result of implementation of
the Project was analyzed based on complex transportation models to determine the impact these
trips would have on existing traffic conditions to determine the severity of Project impacts. Were
the Project would result in or contribute towards the exceedance of acceptable transportation
service capacities, mitigation measures have been proposed which would reduce Project impacts
and ensure adequate service of these intersections and roadways. See discussion of Project
impacts to traffic in Section 3.11.4 of Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Comment Response 44-60: Traffic conditions are discussed in Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic, and were included in the TIA prepared by Fehr & Peers Transportation
Consultants (Appendix E of the EIR). Additional traffic occurring as a result of implementation of
the Project was analyzed based on complex transportation models to determine the impact these
trips would have on existing traffic conditions to determine the severity of Project impacts. Were
the Project would result in or contribute towards the exceedance of acceptable transportation
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service capacities, mitigation measures have been proposed which would reduce Project impacts
and ensure adequate service of these intersections and roadways. See discussion of Project
impacts to traffic in Section 3.11.4 of Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Comment Response 44-61: As discussed in Section 3.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
multiple state and local agencies have been established to regulate the use and disposal of toxic
and hazardous materials, identify hazardous contamination sites, and oversee the remediation of
hazardous sites. Under the FVCSP, individual development projects engaging in activities
involving the handling of hazardous substances or waste would be required to receive all
necessary permits and authorization by appropriate governing agencies, such as the Orange
County Health Care Agency, SWRCB, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Occupational
Safety and Health Administration, etc. The City’s existing regulatory process to manage
hazardous activities and materials would ensure appropriate management of proposed
development and remediation of hazardous sites.
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8.4.3 Oral Testimonies
Oral testimony was received for the Project on January 25, 2017 at the Special Joint Meeting of
the City Council with the Planning Commission on the Project, where members of the City Council
provided comment, followed by comments from the public. Summarized below are the comments
received on the Draft EIR and responses to those comments.
CITY COUNCIL COMMENTS
Commenter 45 – City Mayor John Collins
Comment 45-1: Consider changes in zoning between existing and proposed uses in traffic
analysis.
Comment Response 45-1: Thank you for your comment. The TIA prepared by Fehr & Peers
Transportation Consultants which is include as Appendix E to this EIR assesses Project
transportation impacts based on the “Existing (2015) Plus Project Conditions”. Transportation
impacts under this condition are determined by assigning anticipated Project trips to existing
intersection conditions which were determined through traffic counts collected in September 2015.
Cumulative transportation impacts were based on the “Buildout Year (2035) Plus Project
Conditions.” Under this condition are determined by applying future growth rates determined using
the Costa Mesa Transportation Analysis Model to the existing transportation conditions, and then
assigning anticipated trips from the Project and known pending developments within the area to
these conditions. This cumulative condition is reasonably based on a worst-case scenario.
Commenter 46 – Cheryl Brothers
Comment 46-1: Is the Project traffic conditions based on existing or I-405 conditions?
Comment Response 46-1: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, and Appendix E, cumulative transportation conditions are
based on conditions under the Project and known pending development projects within the area,
including the I-405 Improvement Project and buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan, as well as
other projects in Table 3.0-2.
Commenter 47 - Patrick Kinsey
Comment 47-1: Increases in traffic and noise from additional development will create eye sores
and substantial visual impacts. There will be no benefit to residents.
Comment Response 47-1: Thank you, your comment has been noted. Please refer to EIR
Sections 3-1, 3-8, and 3-11 for additional information related to Aesthetic; Noise; and
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic issues, respectively.
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Commenter 48 – Kim Constantine
Comment 48-1: There is a need for new housing but this is not the way to go. We need traditional
zoning areas for housing.
Comment Response 48-1: Thank you, your comment has been noted.
Commenter 49 – Shari London
Comment 49-1: The addition of 491 new units is a massive number of cars and a substantial
number of vehicle miles traveled. Internalization of trips is an incorrect assumption. Increased
density is not the way to go, as there will be too many traffic impacts.
Comment Response 49-1: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Master Comment
Response 1 and 2. As discussed in Appendix E, rather than utilizing ITE internalization
methodology, the TIA utilizes a more substantial, superior methodology for calculating trip
generation: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s mixed-use development trip generation
(MXD) internalization methodology. This method for calculation trip generation is proven and
promoted by many transportation and planning professionals and associations for determine the
appropriate trip generation assumptions for mixed-use development, and has been identified as
the most appropriate method for analysis of the Project, a mixed-use in-fill planning project. A
detailed discussion of the MXD model and trip generation is provided in the TIA in Appendix E,
Section 4.
Commenter 50 – Marti Cape
Comment 50-1: Concerned about traffic and safety to students traveling to school. There are
concerns about smell from the sanitation plant to new development. This project has too much
big city development.
Comment Response 50-1: Thank you for your comment. With regards to the safety of
pedestrians and students traveling to and from school, the proposed Project would provide
detailed design guidelines and regulations which would facilitate improvements to pedestrian,
bicycle, and vehicle facilities to ensure the safety, provision, and connectivity of these facilities.
As such, the FVCSP would be provide improvements to address safety of pedestrians and
bicyclist traveling within and around the Project area. With regards to concerns over odors from
the Orange County Sanitation District property and adjacent uses with the Project area, please
refer to Comment Response 5-1.
Commenter 51 – John Etheridge
Comment 51-1: There is no main street or community area in Fountain Valley. There is a need
for housing and new development in the City. The closest areas for people to gather are outside
the City and requiring driving on the congested I-405. No town center exists and Project will bring
that to the City.
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Comment Response 51-1: Thank you for your comment.
Commenter 52 – Kathleen Rockney
Comment 52-1: I am generally happy about the traffic report. We need new multi-family housing
in a mixed-use development area. Need to consider leaving a legacy for the City. This project will
be good for the City.
Comment Response 52-1: Thank you for your comment.
Commenter 53 – Lynn Seeden
Comment 53-1: As an artist, I appreciate the dilapidated and “grunge” look of the existing plan
area. In support for office and industrial area for jobs and economic benefits. In favor of the
FVCSP.
Comment Response 53-1: Thank you for your comment.
Commenter 54 – Matt Taylor
Comment 54-1: In support of the FVCSP. The Project will result in economic benefits and growth.
The area is currently underutilized and has a lot of potential. The FVCSP eliminates the
complication of zoning regulations.
Comment Response 54-1: Thank you for your comment.
Commenter 55 – Elaine Sinclair
Comment 55-1: In support of existing condition. Traffic will remain deficient with the Project. We
should fix what exists, not propose new development that would create more problems.
Apartments and mixed-use development is too expensive. The No Housing Alternative is a good
compromise.
Comment Response 55-1: Thank you for your comment. However, traffic and transportation
impacts to local City intersections under the Project would be mitigated to a less than significant
impact, as discussed under Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, and in Appendix
E. With implementation of mitigation measures included in this EIR, local City intersection
operations would be improved to accommodate additional traffic under the Project, or may be
improved to a level of service greater than that which currently exists. Refer to Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, for detailed discussion of Project impacts to transportation
facilities and Project mitigation measures. With regards to the cost of housing and new
development, this planning and housing related concern has been received by the City for review.
Commenter 56 – Steven Schwartz
Comment 56-1: There should be more alternatives. The EIR should make sure schools and
buildout of Southpark are considered.
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Comment Response 56-1: Thank you for your comment. However, the EIR includes a full
discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. Under
Section 15126.6(a) of CEQA, “An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to the
project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternative that will
foster informed decision making and public participation.” As included in Section 5.0, Alternatives,
the EIR includes discussion and consideration of four alternatives: No Project Alternative;
Alternative Location; No Housing Alternative; and, Intensified Office and Residential Buildout
Alternative. This list of alternatives is based on a range of alternatives raised during the public
scoping meeting, Initial Study public comment period, and several public workshops held for the
Project. For detailed discussion of these alternatives, see Section 5.0, Alternatives. With regards
to consideration and discussion of the Project’s impacts to schools, see Section 3.10, Public
Services. With regards to consideration of buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan, refer to
Comment Response 10-1, 10-2, 10-3, and 10-4. Buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan is
analyzed under cumulative analysis within the Revised Final EIR. See Table 3.0-2 for a list of
cumulative projects that are included in the analysis of this EIR.
Commenter 57 – Dallas London
Comment 57-1: We should look at environmental cleanup of existing industrial uses. There is no
need to increase the number of residences or population.
Comment Response 57-1: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Response 44-15.
Commenter 58 – Anthony Petrucelli
Comment 58-1: There are several deficiencies in the EIR. There is no need for the Project. The
construction schedule is too long and creates too many long-term impacts. Construction work
hours are not consistent with City approved construction hours. There was no noise study
prepared. There are no buildout artist conceptions of the Project included in the aesthetics section
of the EIR.
Comment Response 58-1: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Comment Responses 18-9
and 18-33.
Commenter 59 – Bob Cielnicky
Comment 59-1: Does the EIR consider changes in the last 10-20 years with regards to
advancements in internet technology and increases in at-home businesses? Internet sales are
taking over retail.
Comment Response 59-1: Thank you for your comment. The EIR did not consider the effects of
advancements in internet technology and online retail sales as compared to traditional
commercial and retail, as it is not anticipated that increases in online businesses would
substantially affect commercial and retail businesses. Consideration of these effects that may
influence a project’s buildout assumptions are related to emerging trends affecting land use
planning forecasts; therefore, your comment will be reviewed by the City planning staff.
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8.5

INDEX OF COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PRE-RECIRCULATION FINAL EIR
AND PARTIAL RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

Table 8-2 lists all agencies, organizations, companies, coalitions, and individuals that provided
written and oral comments on the pre-recirculation Final EIR and Partial Recirculated Draft EIR.
As described above, each comment letter was assigned a unique number. From here on, text is
not shown in strike-through and underline format as this section was not previously included in
the pre-recirculation Final EIR.
Table 8-2.

Index of Comments Received on the Pre-recirculation Final EIR and Partial
Recirculated Draft EIR

Commenter
Number

Comment and
Response to
Comment Location

Name of Commenter

Agency and Tribal Consultations
60

Andrew Salas, et. al. – Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh
Nation (2)

8-245

61

Yatman Kwan – California Department of Transportation (2)

8-247

62

Dan Phu – Orange County Transportation Authority (2)

8-255

63

Dan Phu – Orange County Transportation Authority (3)

8-258

Individual and Corporate Letters

8.6

64

Ginetta Giovinco – Fountain Valley United (2)

8-261

65

Ginetta Giovinco – Fountain Valley United (3)

8-276

66

Ginetta Giovinco – Fountain Valley United (4)

8-282

67

Cesar Covarrubias – The Kennedy Commission (1)

8-314

68

Cesar Covarrubias – The Kennedy Commission (2)

8-319

69

Teresa Gulian

8-322

70

Judy Sullivan

8-325

71

Dave Rodecker, WISP

8-327

72

Kim Constantine (2)

8-332

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PRE-RECIRCULATION FINAL EIR AND
PARTIAL RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

The following pages contain copies of the comment letters received on the pre-recirculation Final
EIR and Partial Recirculated Draft EIR. Comments or letters not pertaining specifically to the
recirculated sections of the EIR have been entered into the public record, but are not responded
to herein or as part of the EIR. As noted in the Notice of Availability for the Partial Recirculated
Draft EIR, “the City of Fountain Valley is requesting that reviewers limit their comments to the
revised chapters or portions of the recirculated Draft EIR as the City need only respond to
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comment on the portions of the Draft EIR that are being recirculated.” Presented first is a copy of
the comment letter with vertical lines indicating the extent of specific numbered comments, and
on the subsequent pages are the corresponding numbered responses to individual comments.
Each comment is either responded to directly, provided a reference to a master comment
response or another comment response and/or a reference to changes in the EIR text to address
the comment.
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8.6.1 Agencies
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GABRIELEÑO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS – KIZH NATION
Historically known as The San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
recognized by the State of California as the aboriginal tribe of the Los Angeles basin

City of Fountain Valley
10200 Slater Ave
Fountain Valley, CA 92708-4736
October 10, 2017
Re: AB52 Consultation request for the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan located by Ward St. west Talbert Ave to the
north the Santa Ana River to the east Ellis Ave to the south
Dear Matt Mogensen,
Please find this letter as a written request for consultation regarding the above-mentioned project pursuant to Public
Resources Code § 21080.3.1, subd. (d). Your project lies within our ancestral tribal territory, meaning belonging to or
inherited from, which is a higher degree of kinship than traditional or cultural affiliation. Your project is located within a
sensitive area and may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of our tribal cultural resources. Most often,
a records search for our tribal cultural resources will result in a “no records found” for the project area. The Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), ethnographers, historians, and professional archaeologists can only provide
limited information that has been previously documented about California Native Tribes. This is the reason the NAHC will
always refer the lead agency to the respective Native American Tribe of the area because the NAHC is only aware of general
information and are not the experts on each California Tribe. Our Elder Committee & tribal historians are the experts for
our Tribe and are able to provide a more complete history (both written and oral) regarding the location of historic villages,
trade routes, cemeteries and sacred/religious sites in the project area. Therefore, to avoid adverse effects to our tribal
cultural resources, we would like to consult with you and your staff to provide you with a more complete understanding of
the prehistoric use(s) of the project area and the potential risks for causing a substantial adverse change to the
significance of our tribal cultural resources.
Consultation appointments are available on Wednesdays and Thursdays at our offices at 910 N. Citrus Ave. Covina, CA
91722 or over the phone. Please call toll free 1-844-390-0787 or email gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com to schedule an
appointment.
** Prior to the first consultation with our Tribe, we ask all those individuals participating in the consultation to view a
video produced and provided by CalEPA and the NAHC for sensitivity and understanding of AB52. You can view their
videos at: http://calepa.ca.gov/Tribal/Training/ or http://nahc.ca.gov/2015/12/ab-52-tribal-training/

With Respect,

Andrew Salas, Chairman

Andrew Salas, Chairman

Nadine Salas, Vice-Chairman

Christina Swindall Martinez, secretary

Albert Perez, treasurer I

Martha Gonzalez Lemos, treasurer II

Richard Gradias, Chairman of the Council of Elders

PO Box 393, Covina, CA 91723

www.gabrielenoindians.org

gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com
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COMMENT LETTER 60 – ANDREW SALAS, ET. AL., GABRIELEÑO BAND OF MISSION
INDIANS (2) (OCTOBER 10, 2017)
Comment Response 60-1: As summarized in Section 3.14.3.2, Native American Outreach and
Tribal Cultural Resources, of the EIR, the City complied with the notification and consultation
requirements of AB 52 during the preparation of the draft FVCSP and Draft EIR. Specifically, on
October 8, 2015, the City sent invitations to consult to all Tribes that had requested notification
under AB 52, including the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians, and those Tribes on the list
provided by the NAHC. The City did not receive any requests for consultation in the 30-day period
that followed; however, the City did receive and note the commenter’s October 25, 2015 request
for the presence of a tribal monitor during construction, and the commenter’s February 9, 2017
comment on the Draft EIR requesting the same. Please note that, Section 3.14.4, Project Impacts
and Mitigation Measures, of the Revised Final EIR includes a series of mitigation measures that
include requirements for Native American monitoring. Additionally, as noted in Section 3.14.3.2,
Native American Outreach and Tribal Cultural Resources, of the EIR, the NAHC Sacred Lands
Inventory File search on November 12, 2015 did not find any archaeological sites within the
Project area.
The City also responded to Comment Letter 60 separately by letter dated October 16, 2017 with
the same information above.
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61-6

61-7

61-8

61-9
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COMMENT LETTER 61 – YATMAN KWAN,
TRANSPORTATION (2) (NOVEMBER 2, 2017)

CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT

OF

Comment Response 61-1: Thank you for your comment. Table ES-2 has been updated
appropriately.
Comment Response 61-2: Thank you for your comment. Table ES-2 has been updated
appropriately.
Comment Response 61-3: The “Residual Impact” column of Table ES-1 identifies the overall
conclusive effects of the impact identified. While Impact T-7 would result in significant but
mitigable impacts to Intersection #12 and Intersection #18, implementation of the Project would
result in significant and unavoidable impacts to Intersection #13 and Intersection #15. Given the
Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to these two intersections, the residual
impacts provided in Table ES-1 are presented as “significant and unavoidable.” However, a more
detailed discussion of this impact the residual effects are discussed in Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Comment Response 61-4: Thank you for your comment. Appropriate text of Section 3.0,
Environmental Impact Analysis, has been revised.
Comment Response 61-5: Buildout year of the Project is 2035. (See Draft EIR page 3.2-6.)
Reference to the year of projected buildout of the Project has been confirmed and corroborated
throughout the EIR.
Comment Response 61-6: Thank you for your comment. Appropriate text of Section 3.7, Land
Use and Planning Policies, has been revised. Please also note that the EIR has been revised to
include consideration and analysis of the proposed modified improvements to Intersection #19
(Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps) under the planned I-405 Improvement
Project based upon the findings and conclusions of the Ellis/Euclid SB On-Ramp Draft Traffic
Operations Analysis prepared by OCTA in November 2017. Detailed discussion of this analysis
and proposed revised design is provided in Section 8.7, below.
Comment Response 61-7: Comments received from Caltrans as part of the public comment
letter dated February 22, 2017 are fully addressed in Comment Responses 1-1 through 1-12. As
noted in that response, the comment was considered but determined to be ineffective mitigation
under CEQA. (See Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th
777 [“Nor can we sustain the conclusion that contributions to road improvement fee programs are
adequate mitigation, for there is no evidence the mitigation will take place.”].) (See also Napa
Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342,
364-365 [“the record discloses that a number of entities, most particularly the City of Napa,
criticized the drafters’ first attempt to determine significant impacts (which assumed that the 1986
mitigation measures would be implemented) because local funding was inadequate to cover the
costs of those measures, Caltrans’ money was committed to other projects, and there was simply
no reason to assume that funding was or would be available. The record therefore fully supports
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the conclusion that the mitigation fee will not, cannot, and should not pay for the roadway
improvements needed to obtain acceptable levels of service along the highways adjacent to the
Project area.”].) Further, as discussed in Comment Response 1-5, the City cannot provide fairshare payments for improvements that have not yet been identified by Caltrans for the State
Highway System. In addition, once those improvements have been identified by Caltrans, a fee
program would need to be established between multiple jurisdictions to ensure that the remaining
funding would be collected in order to construct the desired improvements. However, Section
3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, has been revised to disclose that the improvements
identified under the I-405 Improvement Project are funded through the Federal Transportation
Improvement Program in the RTP/SCS which has identified sources of funding for these
improvements via existing federal, state, and local measures and programs, as is outlined in
Chapter 6, Paying for the Plan, of the Final 2016-2040 RTP/SCS.
Comment Response 61-8: The City understands that an Encroachment Permit will be required
for any and all work occurring under the Project that involves work within Caltrans Right-of-Way.
Recirculated Draft EIR page 3.11-22 discussed Caltrans permitting requirements in detail,
including the MUTCD manual. The City is committed to and will continue to coordinate with
Caltrans to acquire all necessary permits for work which may overlap with Caltrans jurisdiction.
Comment Response 61-9: For response to the comments received as part of the letter submitted
by Maureen El Harake of the California Department of Transportation on February 22, 2017,
please refer to Comment Responses 1-1 through 1-12.
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COMMENT LETTER 62 – DAN PHU, ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY (2)
(NOVEMBER 15, 2017)
Comment Response 62-1: Thank you for your comments. The roadway description for
Brookhurst Street in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, has been revised to
appropriately identify the classification of the roadway as a “Major Arterial”. However, this revision
does not substantively affect the intersection analysis. Page 3.11-4 of the Recirculated Draft EIR
provided a general overview of the various street segments, however, the subsequent impact
analysis utilized the detailed lane configurations in Appendix E, Figures 3-4, 4-2, 4-3, 5-1, and 61, which remain unaffected by this text revision. (See also South County Citizens for Smart Growth
v. County of Nevada (2013) 221 Cal.App.4th 316 [County could rely on current actual use of road
rather than its current traffic designation.].)
Comment Response 62-2: Reference to OCTA’s Master Plan of Arterial Highways classification
for Ward Street as being planned for 4-lanes has been added to the discussion of the Ward Street
roadway classification in Section 3.11.1.1 of Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
The City will continue to coordinate with OCTA to plan for appropriate development and
improvement along the Ward Street corridor. It should be noted that the EIR currently describes
Ward Street as an undivided two-lane roadway from Talbert Avenue to Lawson River Avenue and
an undivided four-lane roadway from Lawson River Avenue to Ellis Avenue. However, it was
assumed under the I-405 Improvement Project and this EIR analysis that the Ward Street
Overpass would be widened to support two lanes in each direction, a bike lane in each direction,
and sidewalks on both sides of the street between Antelope River Avenue and Talbert Avenue
(Partial Recirculated Draft EIR page 3.11-54), consistent with OCTA’s Master Plan of Arterial
Highways classification for Ward Street.
Comment Response 62-3: The comment asserts that Project traffic impacts to the City of Costa
Mesa were determined to be significant and unavoidable because the City of Fountain Valley
does not have authority to established or perform mitigation measures under another jurisdiction.
However, the commenter’s assertion is incorrect, the Partial Recirculated EIR found the roadway
improvements infeasible due to right of way constraints which would necessitate the removal of
existing business and multi-modal facilities, resulting in environmental infeasibility, economic
infeasibility, and policy infeasibility. (Partial Recirculated Draft EIR page 3.11-56.)
The comment appears to be referencing Intersection 13 (MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor
Boulevard). As discussed in Comment Response 6-1, the City has commenced and concluded
consultation with the City of Costa Mesa regarding potentially feasible mitigation to address
cumulative impacts to the intersection of MacArthur Boulevard and Harbor Boulevard. There is
insufficient right-of-way to allow additional lanes which would be necessary to mitigate this impact.
Creation of additional right-of-way, would require removal, reduction, or relocation of existing
businesses and create potential environmental impacts associated with demolition and
construction (e.g., noise, air quality, removal or reduction of existing sidewalks, etc.). Therefore,
such widening improvements are considered environmentally infeasible. Such modifications
would also be inconsistent with the project objectives to provide for 1) new investment that
supports a successful district cluster of experiential retail, dining, and entertainment activity in the
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district, 2) support of existing businesses, and 3) improved multi-modal mobility. Therefore, the
required improvements would be infeasible and impacts to the MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor
Boulevard intersection would be significant and unavoidable.
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COMMENT LETTER 63 – DAN PHU, ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY (3)
(NOVEMBER 15, 2017)
Comment Response 63-1: Thank you for your comment. Recommended revisions to the text
regarding light rail service and route changes to Route 37 as a result of the OC Bus 360º 2016
Bus Service Changes have been incorporated into the discussion of regional transit and shuttle
services in Section 3.11.1.8 of Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic. These
revisions do not change the significance conclusions in the EIR.
Comment Response 63-2: Thank you for your comment. Recommended revisions to the text
regarding Route 37 have been incorporated into the discussion of regional transit and shuttle
services in Section 3.11.1.8 of Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic. These
revisions do not change the significance conclusions in the EIR.
Comment Response 63-3: Thank you for your comment. Recommended revisions to the text
regarding Route 37 have been incorporated into the discussion of regional transit and shuttle
services in Section 3.11.1.8 of Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic. These
revisions do not change the significance conclusions in the EIR.
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8.6.2 Individuals and Corporate Letters
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COMMENT LETTER 64 – MS. GINETTA L. GIOVINCO, RICHARDS WATSON GERSHON,
REPRESENTING FOUNTAIN VALLEY UNITED (2) (JUNE 16, 2017 – COMMENTS ON APRIL
2017 FINAL EIR)
Comment Response 64-1: Thank you for your comments. In response to comments and
concerns raised on the pre-recirculation Final EIR released for public review in April 2017, the
City made the decision to continue consideration of the Project and to amend and recirculate the
Program Draft EIR to address public comments and other revisions. In accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5, portions of the Final EIR were amended and have been recirculated
to allow the public and City decision makers to fully understand the impacts of the Project and
provide comment on the revised and recirculation portions of the EIR. Recirculated portions of
the EIR include those sections of the pre-recirculation Final EIR that have undergone revisions to
the cumulative impact analysis to consider impacts associated with buildout of the Southpark
Specific Plan - Sakioka Site and other new cumulatively considered projects, a revised TIA for
the FVCSP (September 2017), a new section to address Tribal Cultural Resources, as well as
sections which have been revised to provide clarity and transparency in the discussion of the
Project’s potential environmental effects to address public comments and concerns.
Comment Response 64-2: Thank you for your comment. Please see response to comment 641.
Comment Response 64-3: As the City decision makers have not yet made a final determination
on the Project or the EIR, the referenced statement has been removed from Comment Response
11-1.
Comment Response 64-4: Thank you for your comment. Please see response to comment 641.
Comment Response 64-5: Thank you for your comment. Please see response to comment 641.
Comment Response 64-6: As noted in the revised and recirculated Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic, as of June 2016, the Community and Shuttle Route 172 from Huntington
Beach to Costa Mesa service has since been canceled due to low ridership. Despite
discontinuation of this shuttle service, transit services continue to be provided to the Project area
by OCTA through Local Routes 37 and 76. This change in shuttle service would not result in
greater environmental impacts of any kind.
Comment Response 64-7: As part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR, sections of the EIR have
been revised to include consideration of the policies of the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS and the Projects
consistency with such policies. Table 3.7-1 of Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning, has been
updated to include these policies and a revised consistency analysis. With regard to consistency
with Goal 2 of the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, the FVCSP would facilitate transit-oriented development,
and the development of safe, efficient, and convenient pedestrian and bicycle facilities throughout
the Project area and connecting with surrounding circulation networks. The proposed FVCSP also
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includes the development of workplace neighborhoods containing a mix of workplace,
commercial, and medium-density residential uses which support and improve walkability and
where residents can use alternative transportation to move around the City and surrounding
region. Further, it is a focus of the FVCSP to increase regional commitments to and funding for
transit, complete streets – which can accommodate all modes of transportation – and supportive
patterns of land use, to reduce traffic congestion and address public concerns and new legislation
directed at community health and safety issues. In addition, the configuration and design of new
streets, as identified in Section 3.2, New Street Types, of the FVCSP (Appendix C), shall be
designed in conformance with City development and design standards for new streets, which
include conformance with the requirements of Section 11.04 (Streets and Sidewalks) of the
FVMC. Comment Response 11-40 has been updated appropriately.
Comment Response 64-8: Regarding the efficacy of proposed MM T-2a, Comment Response
11-63 has been revised to address the comment. Specifically, the revised MM T-2a, Amended
Implementation and Funding/Financing Strategy for the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan,
has been amended to be consistent with the proposed FVCSP Implementation and
Funding/Financing Strategy described in Section 3.5 of the FVCSP (Appendix C). If adopted by
City decision makers, the FVCSP Implementation and Funding/Financing Strategy and MM T-2a
would ensure necessary transportation improvements are identified throughout the life of the
Project and the funding/financing for these improvements is identified and acquired through
appropriate fair share development impact fees, consistent with the City’s Capital Improvement
Program.
Comment Response 64-9: To more wholly address comments raised regarding City water
supplies, Section 3.12, Utilities, was revised and recirculated as part of the Partial Recirculated
Draft EIR. Revisions included in this section have been made to more accurately describe the
nature of the City’s projected water supplies and demand. Amendments to the referenced text
have been made and can be found in the discussion of Future Water Demand under Section
3.12.1, Environmental Setting. Please also refer to Comment Response 11-64, which has
similarly been revised to more wholly address comments raised regarding the City’s ability to meet
future water demands.
Comment Response 64-10: The Master Comment Responses provided in Section 3.4,
Response to Comments on the Pre-recirculation Draft EIR, have been revised to appropriately
address comments from agencies, corporations, and the public, which relate to a common theme,
topic, concern, or question. With regards to Master Comment Response 2, this response is
provided to address comments from the public regarding the nature of the I-405 Improvement
Project, its relation to the proposed FVCSP, consideration of Project traffic impacts, and the
cumulative effects of these two projects, specifically relating to impacts identified at the
Intersection of Ellis Avenue/Euclid Street & Southbound I-405 Ramps (Intersection #19). The
commenter is correct that the response is a brief summary of the discussions provided in Section
3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, but this brief reiteration does not purport the EIR as
being conclusory in this response, as the response is supported by factual information provided
in both Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, as well as in the TIA prepared for
the FVCSP (Appendix E of this EIR).
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Comment Response 64-11: Throughout the preparation of this environmental document, the
City has provided notice to and consulted with Caltrans regarding potential impacts of the Project
on Caltrans freeway mainline and ramp facilities. Notices of the preparation and availability of the
Draft EIR, pre-recirculated Final EIR, and Partial Recirculated Draft EIR have been provided to
Caltrans, and copies of each version of the EIR have been made available for review.
The comment also faults the EIR for not implementing a fair share fee payment per Caltrans’
request. More specifically Caltrans requested that “reasonable mitigation such as collection of fair
share fees by the City should be proposed when direct and cumulative impacts to the State
Highway System are identified.” As noted in Master Comment Response 1, a generic fee payment
was considered but determined to be ineffective mitigation under CEQA. (See Endangered
Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777 [“Nor can we sustain the
conclusion that contributions to road improvement fee programs are adequate mitigation, for there
is no evidence the mitigation will take place.”].) Caltrans’ comment did not identify a fund that
would implement a specific physical mitigation measures to reduce or avoid the significant and
unavoidable impacts disclosed in the EIR. However, Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation,
and Traffic, has been revised to disclose that the improvements identified under the I-405
Improvement Project are funded through the Federal Transportation Improvement Program in the
RTP/SCS which has identified sources of funding for these physical improvements via existing
federal, state, and local measures and programs, as is outlined in Chapter 6, Paying for the Plan,
of the Final 2016-2040 RTP/SCS.
Comment Response 64-12: A new analysis of potential Project impacts to tribal cultural
resources has been provided as Section 3.14, Tribal Cultural Resources. This section was
recirculated as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR.
Comment Response 64-13: As mentioned in Comment Response 6-1 and Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, the City of Fountain Valley consulted with the cities of
Costa Mesa and Santa Ana regarding impacts to the intersection of MacArthur Boulevard &
Harbor Boulevard (Intersection #13). Following consultation with these agencies, it was
determined that there was insufficient right-of-way to allow additional lanes which would be
necessary to mitigate this impact. Creation of additional right-of-way, would require removal,
reduction, or relocation of existing businesses and create potential environmental impacts
associated with demolition and construction (e.g., noise, air quality, removal or reduction of
existing sidewalks, etc.). Therefore, such widening improvements are considered environmentally
infeasible. Such modifications would also be inconsistent with the project objectives to provide for
1) new investment that supports a successful district cluster of experiential retail, dining, and
entertainment activity in the district, 2) support of existing businesses, and 3) improved multimodal mobility. Therefore, the required improvements would be infeasible and impacts to the
MacArthur Boulevard & Harbor Boulevard intersection would be significant and unavoidable.
Given the programmatic nature of this EIR and continued coordination with the cities of Costa
Mesa and Santa Ana for improvements outside the City’s jurisdiction, identification of a significant
and unavoidable cumulative impact to Intersection #13 does not constitute deferred mitigation.
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Comment Response 64-14: A revised cumulative impacts analysis has been provided as part of
the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR to account for newly proposed, pending, or approved cumulative
projects. As described in revised Section 3.0.3, Cumulative Impact Analysis, the EIR uses a
combination of the “General Plan projection method” and the “list method” approaches of
analyzing cumulative impacts. Additionally, the EIR assesses projects within the vicinity of the
Project area to determine the Project’s potential to result in a cumulatively considerable effect on
the environment. To determine which projects to include as part of the cumulative analysis
provided in this EIR, the projects proposed within the Project vicinity were analyzed based on the
proposed activity, location, and distance from Project vicinity. As set forth in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15130(b)(3), the “lead agency should define the geographic scope of the area affected
by the cumulative effect and provide a reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation used.”
As provided in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, the geographic scope for the analysis
of cumulative impacts in this EIR varies by each environmental impact topic (e.g., air basin,
jurisdiction, service area, viewshed, watershed, etc.). For most of the impact topics analyzed in
this EIR, the geographic scope was determined to be limited to the City. However, impact topics
such as air quality, greenhouse gases and climate change, hydrology and water quality, land use
and planning, population/housing, and transportation/traffic have a more regional geographic
scope, as identified in Table 3.0-1. Please note that the list of cumulative and concurrent projects
in Table 3.0-2 was updated as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR, and the new projects
identified in that table were analyzed as part of the cumulative impact analysis of each resource
area as appropriate.
Comment Response 64-15: As part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR, Section 3.2, Air Quality
Emissions, and Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, were revised to account for remodeling
of air pollutant emissions on the most updated version of the CalEEMod program (Version
2016.3.1). To provide clarity in this analysis, previously recommended mitigation measures that
would not be required to reduce Project impacts have been removed.
Comment Response 64-16: As part of the analysis provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR,
Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, has been revised. As part of the revised GHG emissions
analysis, the modeling of GHG emissions has been adjusted from that provided in the prerecirculation Final EIR released in April 2017 to reflect an updated air pollutant modeling analysis
utilizing an updated version of CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.1), provide clarification in level of
Project impacts to GHGs and reliance on identified mitigation measures, analysis of Project GHG
emissions against SCAQMD proposed Tier 4 threshold, and to provide expanded discussion on
the Project’s compliance with adopted SCAQMD Rules. The revised GHG emissions modeling is
reflected throughout the setting and analysis, including Tables 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-4, and 3.45 and Appendix D has been updated to include the revised CalEEMod emissions calculations.
Rather than comparison against SCAQMD’s interim 10,000 MT CO2e/year GHG threshold for
industrial land uses, the analysis has been revised to compare against SCAQMD’s proposed
GHG threshold for mixed-use projects, which is 3,000 MT CO2e/year. While the revised analysis
concludes that Project emissions would not exceed SCAQMD’s proposed Tier 3 threshold, the
revised analysis additionally compares project emissions against SCAQMD’s proposed Tier 4
threshold. The estimated Project GHG emissions would not exceed the proposed Tier 4 threshold
(see discussion of Impact GHG-2 in Section 3.4). Given the Project would not exceed these
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thresholds, impacts to GHG emissions are now considered less than significant and mitigation
that was previously required has been removed. Refer to Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and related Appendix D.
Comment Response 64-17: Per state Government Code Section 65300, planning agencies and
legislative bodies are required to adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical
development of the county or city. In the City of Fountain Valley, the General Plan has been
prepared and adopted in accordance with California law. Under the General Plan, policies and
performance standards for the circulation systems is limited to the City’s jurisdictional area, with
coordination with appropriate authorities and jurisdictions when the City must integrate its
transportation systems with local cities or modify facilities within the jurisdiction of some other
authority. As discussed in Comment Responses 1-5, 11-42, 11-49, and in Section 3.11,
Circulation, Transportation, and Traffic, the Project would result in less than significant impacts to
City transportation facilities after the implementation of mitigation measures identified in this EIR,
but would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to I-405 facilities, which are located outside
of the jurisdiction of the City. Further discussion of the Project’s relation to significant and
unavoidable impacts to traffic and consistency with the City General Plan is provided in Section
3.7, Land Use and Planning, and Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Comment Response 64-18: The EIR is characterized as a Program EIR prepared pursuant to
Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines and intended to be an analytical superstructure for
subsequent analysis associated with individual projects. In accordance with Section 15168,
subsequent activities that involve individual projects proposed in the Project area will be analyzed
in accordance with this Program EIR. It is, therefore, appropriate to identify program-wide
mitigation, which provides the City with greater flexibility and adaptability for future project. (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168(b)(4).) As provided in discussion of Impact T-1 in Section 3.11,
Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, construction schedules involve the coordination and
integration of numerous aspects of construction occurring on an interdependent basis or in cases
where construction requires specialized equipment/crews, there are numerous times when
precise scheduling of specific construction activities must be modified at the last minute.
Examples, include but are not limited to situations when certain predecessor construction
activities don’t start or end at the schedule time, specialized construction equipment breaking
down during the job or unexpectedly out of service when needed, specialized subcontractors not
being at the Project site when planned due to other previously scheduled construction projects
taking longer than expected. Given the long-term nature of this Project, the lack of specific
construction details, and the fact that construction activities will vary on a day-to-day basis, flexible
mitigation measures such as MM T-1 are required and appropriate. Mitigation measure MM T-1
would require individual developers to prepare a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan for review
and approval by City departments and implemented in coordination with any affected agencies,
including OCTA and Caltrans prior to issuance of a grading or building permit. Developers
preparing a Construction Impact Mitigation Plan, as outlined in MM T-1, would be required to
include many required features designed to prevent traffic impacts, minimize parking impacts,
ensure safety for people in and around the construction area, and prevent substantial amounts of
truck traffic in residential areas. The City would not issue grading or building permits until the
developer demonstrations that the Construction Impact Mitigation Plan would prevent traffic
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impacts on the surrounding roadway network, minimize parking impacts, ensure safety, and
prevent substantial truck traffic through residential neighborhoods. These are appropriate
performance standards.
Comment Response 64-19: The intent of the alternatives analyzed in this EIR is to provide a
reasonable range of potentially feasible project alternatives that could reduce effects on the
environment, primarily through reductions in the amount of total development, as considered
under the No Housing Alternative. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a
project. Rather, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(1), the EIR “must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public
participation,” and “[t]here is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to
be discussed other than the rule of reason.”
The alternatives considered as part of this analysis were developed as a result of multiple public
scoping meetings, City-developer considerations, and Project environmental analysis. The
alternatives considered for analysis in the EIR were then further refined through a screening
process. As discussed in Section 5.2.1, Alternatives Selection Methodology, based on the
screening process, three alternatives were considered for analysis based on their likelihood to
meet basic Project objectives and potential to reduce significant impacts when compared to the
Project. While the development, consideration, and refinement of these alternatives was
performed prior to or during evaluation of the Project, as discussed in Comment Response 1171, it can be initially anticipated how an alternative would compare to the Project but specific
details regarding the comparison of the Project alternatives and how these alternatives would or
would not meet most of the Project objectives cannot be fully determined until analyzed under the
EIR, the analysis and evaluation of which is provided in detail in Section 5.0, Alternatives Analysis.
While neither of the alternatives were ultimately found to reduce significant and unavoidable
impacts identified for the Project, the analysis provides consideration, evaluation, and analysis of
a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to foster informed decision making and
public participation in accordance with CEQA. Please also see discussion added to Section 5.0,
Alternatives Analysis, of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR regarding the reasons a reduced
housing alternative would not be feasible.
Comment Response 64-20: The City has taken note of this request and will provide future CEQA
notices regarding the Project to the provided address.
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COMMENT LETTER 65 – MS. GINETTA L. GIOVINCO, RICHARDS WATSON GERSHON,
REPRESENTING FOUNTAIN VALLEY UNITED (3) (JUNE 20, 2017 – OBJECTIONS TO CITY’S
PROPOSED ACTION)
Comment Response 65-1: Thank you for your comment. In response to public comment
received on the pre-recirculated Final EIR and to provide new information for public review, select
sections of the EIR were provided to the public as part of the Partial Recirculation Draft EIR. This
Partial Recirculated Draft EIR included revisions to the analysis of cumulative considered projects
and a revised TIA. With release of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR, comments relating to the
referenced TIA Errata are no longer applicable. However, edits provided as part of the referenced
TIA Errata, as well as additional analysis, have been includes as part of the revised TIA (EIR
Appendix E) and analyzed in the revised Section 3.11, Circulation, Transportation, and Traffic.
Comment Response 65-2: This comment relates to the CEQA Findings and Statement of
Overriding Considerations proposed in connection with the City Council’s June 20, 2017
consideration of the Project. The City will propose revised CEQA Findings in connection with the
continued consideration of the Project, anticipated in January. The comment will be forwarded to
City decision makers for consideration during review of the Project.
Comment Response 65-3: This comment relates to the City’s Staff Report for the June 20, 2017
City Council hearing and does not directly pertain to the analysis provided in the EIR. The City
will provide a revised Staff Report in connection with the continued consideration of the Project,
anticipated in January 2018. The comment will be forwarded to City decision makers for
consideration during review of the Project.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Pamela Saunders <PSaunders@rwglaw.com>
Monday, November 20, 2017 4:13 PM
Matt Mogensen
Ginetta Giovinco
Fountain Valley United ‐‐ Comments on Recirculated Draft EIR
Ltr to Matt Mogensen re Fountain Valley United ‐‐ Comments on Recirculated
Draft EIR.PDF

Attached please find correspondence from Ginetta Giovinco regarding the above‐
referenced matter.
If you can kindly confirm receipt of this email it would be much appreciated.
Please contact our office if you have any questions.
Pamela R. Saunders
Richards | Watson | Gershon
355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, California 900713101
T 213.626.8484 | F 213.626.0078
Email: psaunders@rwglaw.com
Assistant to Ginetta L. Giovinco,
Maricela E. Marroquin, Stephanie Cao,
Kerry Liberty

12975‐0002

Ginetta L. Giovinco
T 213.253.0281
F 213.626.0078
E ggiovinco@rwglaw.com

355 South Grand Avenue
40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071-3101
rwglaw.com

November 20, 2017
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL (MATT.MOGENSEN@FOUNTAINVALLEY.ORG)
City of Fountain Valley
Planning and Building Department
Attn: Matt Mogensen, Planning and Building Director
10200 Slater Avenue
Fountain Valley, CA 92708
Re:

Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan – Comments on Partial Recirculated
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Mogensen:
Our firm represents Fountain Valley United, an unincorporated association of concerned citizens.
On behalf of Fountain Valley United, we submit the following comments on the Partial
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (PR Draft EIR), State Clearinghouse No.
2015101042, dated October 2017, which was prepared in connection with the City of Fountain
Valley’s (City) proposed Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan (the Project or Specific Plan). As
stated in the Notice of Availability for the PR Draft EIR, the purpose of the Project remains, as
was also stated in the original Draft EIR, to provide “a general vision, goals, and policies to guide
future development and redevelopment within the Project area over the next 20 years.”

66-1

Based on the numerous comments set forth below, as well as Fountain Valley United’s comments
on the prior Draft EIR (including those portions of the prior Draft EIR that have not been revised
and recirculated), Fountain Valley United believes that the PR Draft EIR, like the Draft EIR before
it, fails to comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub.
Res. Code § 21000, et seq.) and the State of California Guidelines for the California Environmental
Quality Act (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15000 et seq.). Accordingly, Fountain Valley United requests
that the City suspend any further consideration of the Project until an EIR that fully discloses,
analyzes, and attempts to mitigate the impacts of the Project has been prepared and recirculated
for public review and comment. Fountain Valley United objects to any further action by the City
on the Project until the necessary and proper environmental review has been completed.
Fountain Valley United requests that written responses to each of the following comments be
provided in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15088.
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I.

66-2

As Fountain Valley United noted in its prior comments on the Draft EIR, the law is clear that
“before conducting CEQA review, agencies must not ‘take any action’ that significantly furthers
a project ‘in a manner that forecloses alternatives or mitigation measures that would ordinarily
be part of CEQA review for that public project.” Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood, 45 Cal.4th
116, 138 (2008); see also CEQA Guidelines § 15004(b)(2)(B). The Draft EIR impermissibly
suggested that the City already has committed to approving the Project, thus rendering this
environmental review process mere post hoc rationalization; see, for example, Draft EIR, p. 2-5
(“Following adoption by the City Council, the FVCSP [the Project] will govern land use and
development within the Project area”). The Project Description section of the EIR has not been
revised and thus this statement still stands as the City’s official position, demonstrating that the
City is determined to move forward with the Project regardless of the outcome of the
environmental review process and public input. Similarly, nothing in the PR Draft EIR retracts
this statement or otherwise takes steps to assure the public that the environmental review
process leaves open the possibility that the Project will not be approved, or that an alternative
will be considered.
II.

66-3

The PR Draft EIR Continues to Suggest Impermissible Post Hoc Rationalization

The PR Draft EIR’s Analysis Remains Flawed in Several Critical Respects, and Presents
New Problems

CEQA is clear: “An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences.” CEQA Guidelines § 15151.
The PR Draft EIR in its
present form fails to comply with this requirement as the analysis is flawed in several critical
respects, as discussed below.
A. Cumulative Projects

66-4

The PR Draft EIR states that the list of Cumulative and Concurrent Projects includes projects that
are “currently pending or probable, approved, under construction or recently completed.” (PR
Draft EIR, p. 3.0-7.) Please explain why projects that have been recently completed are
considered in the cumulative projects list and not as part of the environmental baseline for the
Project, and which projects are included in this manner.
Please also explain why the Welbrook Senior Living Housing Project is not included in the list of
Cumulative and Concurrent Projects. If projects are being included in the PR Draft EIR even if
they were recently approved or completed, the Welbrook Senior Living Housing Project appears
to meet that standard. Moreover, both Welbrook and the Project analyze impacts to the
Euclid/Warner intersection, further demonstrating that these projects may have impacts on one
another. The PR Draft EIR should be further revised to include the Welbrook project as a
cumulative project, and all relevant cumulative impacts analyses – including, particularly, traffic
and transportation – should be revised accordingly.
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In addition, please explain why the Harbor Blvd South Island Specific Plan Amendment is not
included in the list of Cumulative and Concurrent projects. As we understand it, that project
would amend that Specific Plan to allow affordable housing as a permitted use, including up to
194 affordable housing units, and would create incentives for such development. Given that the
City’s Planning Commission considered this project on October 11, 2017, it certainly appears to
be a “pending” project appropriate for inclusion in the PR Draft EIR’s list.
66-4
Cont.

Are there other projects now under consideration by the City, including its Planning Commission,
that have not been included in the PR Draft EIR?
Finally, please provide further information regarding the newly added Orange County Sanitation
District Biosolids Master Plan cumulative project. The Cumulative and Concurrent Projects list
states only that this project is for “Upgrades to and construction of new biosolids handling
facilities to be implemented over a 20-year planning period, involving nine individual projects
located within OCSD Plant No. 1 (City of Fountain Valley) and Plant No. 2 (City of Huntington
Beach).” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.0-6.) Given the very close proximity of this newly-disclosed project
to the proposed Project, and given that the project construction and implementation horizon is
exactly the same as the Specific Plan Project, further information should be provided so that the
scope of potential cumulative impacts is clear.
B. Aesthetics
Fountain Valley United reaffirms and incorporates by references all prior comments on the
Aesthetics section of the EIR, which has not been revised and is not being recirculated.

66-5

In addition, with the addition of three new projects on the Cumulative and Concurrent Project
List (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.0-6), thus nearly doubling the prior list (which included five projects), a
revised analysis and discussion of potential cumulative aesthetics impacts is required. What is
the visual impact of buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan along with buildout of this Project?
C. Air Quality

66-6

The PR Draft EIR states that “all construction occurring under the Project would occur in
accordance with applicable regulations and plans to reduce emissions from construction
activities, including SCAQMD Rule 403, SCAQMD Rule 1113, and SCAQMD Rule 1186.” (PR Draft
EIR, p. 3.2-17.) What is the mechanism by which these rules will be assured to apply to the
Project, given that the PR Draft EIR now also states that SCAQMD “does not have the authority
to directly regulate the air quality issues associated with plans and new development projects
within its jurisdiction” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.2-12) and given that previously included mitigation
measures (MM AQ-1a, MM AQ-1b, MM AQ-1c, MM AD-1d, and MM AQ-1e) all have been
eliminated? In other words, what is the enforcement mechanism for these rules?
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The PR Draft EIR states that “Projects would be required to control dust during construction,
including application of water two times daily, or by application of non-toxic soil stabilizers to all
unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road surfaces….” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.2-17.) Who
determines which option is acceptable? If another drought occurs, will use of site watering twice
daily still be allowed?

66-8

Impact AQ-2 still relies on a false comparison to reach an impact conclusion of less than
significant. The discussion of the Project’s long-term, operational emissions states that mobile
source emissions will be substantially reduced in the future for buildout conditions because
“CalEEMod assumes the use of ‘cleaner’ vehicles in the buildout year of 2035 of the Project,
compared to the comparatively ‘dirty’ vehicles in the existing year of 2016.” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.222.) While this may be true, this would occur regardless of the Project and is therefore not
attributable to the Project. Consequently, it is not a true comparison to compare current (no
project) emissions with “dirty” vehicles to future (with project) emissions with “clean” vehicles.
Instead, the PR Draft EIR should compare like for like – future emissions with the Project and
without the Project so it is clear whether the Project will increase emissions. Please further revise
the PR Draft EIR and provide a revised air quality analysis.

66-9

66-10

Impact AQ-3 concludes that the Project will have a less than significant impact because it would
not conflict with the 2016 AQMP. (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.2-24.) This conclusion is based entirely on
the analysis in Section 3.9, Population and Housing. We have noted several deficiencies with that
chapter (see comments, infra), and those problems carry over to this analysis as well. In short,
the Project will be responsible for nearly all of the growth projected by SCAG from 2020 to 2040.
It is unrealistic and unsupported to assume that no other growth outside of this Project will occur.
Given that, the impact conclusions in the Population and Housing section of the PR Draft EIR are
not supported. Please revise that section as discussed more fully below and then revise the
discussion in AQ-3 to account for the fact that there will be a significant population and housing
impact, including the Project’s potential inconsistency with the governing AQMP.
The PR Draft EIR’s analysis of potential cumulative impacts (AQ-4, pp. 3.2-25 through 3.2-26) is
flawed because it fails to actually include any analysis. The PR Draft EIR states that because the
Project would have a less than significant impact with respect to short term, construction-related
emissions, there necessarily will be no cumulative impact. This does not necessarily follow. The
proper analysis is to first determine, quantitatively, whether there will be a cumulative impact
from construction-related emissions and then determine whether the Project provides a
cumulatively considerable contribution to this impact. This analysis is even more important given
that the list of cumulative and concurrent projects has nearly doubled and now includes over
1,000,000 sf of commercial development under the Southpark Specific Plan and the OCSD’s
Biosolids Master Plan which is proposed to occur in the exact same timeframe as the Project.
The EIR must be revised to include a quantitative analysis of construction-related air quality
impacts.
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66-11

Similarly, the PR Draft EIR still does not include any quantitative analysis of cumulative
operational air quality impacts. Stating that “operational emissions generated by both stationary
and mobile sources would not result in long-term air quality impacts, and the impact would be
less than significant” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.2-25) is not an analysis, it is an unsupported conclusion.
Where is the evidence to support this conclusion, especially in light of the number of trips that
the already-allowed Southpark Specific Plan may produce? Please provide a quantitative analysis
of long-term, operational emissions from cumulative projects and then discuss the Project’s
contribution to any impact.
Mitigation Measure MM AQ-5a requires a future Health Risk Assessment (HRA) be prepared to
measure risks associated with locating proposed sensitive land uses in close proximity to the I405 or operations such as distribution centers. (PR Draft EIR, pp. 3.2-26 through 3.2-27.) This
mitigation measure constitutes impermissible deferred mitigation because it fails to provide
benchmark standards. The mitigation measure states that the HRA shall be “reviewed and
approved” by the City, but based on what standard? If the HRA discloses that a proposed land
use results in a pattern of exposure to hazardous materials and creates health risks, what next?
Please revise this mitigation measure to explain the applicable standards for the HRAs and exactly
what will happen if those thresholds are exceeded.

66-12

We previously commented that the Draft EIR’s conclusion that implementation of MM AQ-5a
through MM AQ-5f “would reduce adverse effects for sensitive receptors within 500 feet of the
I-405 freeway and/or for sensitive receptors near the potential development of a distribution
center, rail yard, refinery, chrome plater, dry cleaning operation, or gas station” was insufficient
because the Draft EIR provided no support for this conclusion. The City has plainly attempted to
address our prior comments on this topic but the newly added language is still conclusory and
fails to provide necessary benchmark standards. The PR Draft EIR now states MM AQ-5a through
MM AQ-5f “would ensure the potential for exposure of hazardous air emissions to sensitive
receptors would be reviewed and project designs revised if necessary to address air quality
threshold issues.” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.2-28.) Reviewed by whom? What project designs would be
sufficient? Does “address[ing]” air quality threshold issues mean that all impacts would be
reduced to less than significant? The newly added language creates more questions and resolves
none of the prior concerns. Please provide an explanation as to how the mitigation measures
will reduce impacts to less than significant levels. This requires a quantitative analysis of the
actual impacts and then an explanation of how the mitigation measures will function and why
they will reduce impacts to the degree claimed. Please revise the EIR to include this information.
D. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

66-13

The greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions discussion in the PR Draft EIR has been significantly revised
and now contends that absolutely no mitigation is required for a project covering a 162-acre site.
We have several questions and concerns regarding this downwardly-adjusted conclusion,
particularly in light of the revised traffic impact analysis which discloses additional significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts.
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First, please advise exactly where in Appendix D to the PR Draft EIR (the revised CalEEMod
Spreadsheets) the Project’s Operational Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/year) from mobile
sources is shown to be 18,417.30, as is claimed in Table 3.4-3 which purports to show
Unmitigated Net New GHG Emissions from Operations of the Project (p. 3.4-16). The only place
we have been able to find that number reflected in Appendix D is on p. 291 of the PDF as
mitigated emissions for CO2 (not CO2e) and on p. 295 of the PDF for mitigated emissions for NBio
CO2. It appears from the chart on p. 290 of the PDF of Appendix D that unmitigated CO2e
emissions are 26,442.4151. If 26,442.4151 is indeed the correct number, that significantly
changes Table 3.4-3; net annual GHG emissions from mobile sources would be significantly higher
than currently presented, and therefore the Project’s overall unmitigated GHG impacts would be
66-13 above the 3,000 MTCO2e threshold and there would be a significant impact.
Cont.

Second, Table 3.4-3 in the PR Draft EIR also states that unmitigated Project operational annual
emissions (MTCO2e) resulting from waste sources will be 776.12 per year. Please state exactly
where this number is found in Appendix D to the PR Draft EIR; we were only able to find that
number listed for CO2, whereas the CO2e number was listed as 1,922.7937 (see page 290 of PDF
of Appendix D). Why was the CO2 number apparently used instead of the CO2e number? As with
emissions from mobile sources, if the incorrect number was used then the results shown in Table
3.4-3 appear incorrect, and the significance conclusion would appear to be greatly understated.
Revising the Tables to include the CO2e numbers shown on page 290 of Appendix D also would
affect the service population calculation, and very well may disclose a significant impact there as
well. Please address this issue as well in the event that the incorrect numbers were used in the
PR Draft EIR.
Third, the above numerical questions notwithstanding, the PR Draft EIR is essentially concluding
that the Project will reduce mobile source emissions by 8,136.16 MTCO2e. (PR Draft EIR, Table
3.4-3.) This appears to be based on a false premise of giving the Project credit for reducing mobile
66-14
source emissions due to increased efficiency standards – standards which would lead to a
reduction in emissions regardless of the Project. Thus, the Project should not take credit for
reductions in emissions that are not truly attributable to it.
Fourth, related to the prior point, the PR Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project will have
significant and unavoidable traffic and circulation impacts at multiple intersections. Given this,
66-15
and the fact that more vehicles will be queued at intersections, idling and emitting contaminants,
how can the PR Draft EIR reasonably conclude that GHG impacts will be less than significant?
Fifth, impact GHG-2 states that “with the implementation of the mitigation measures described
above, the Project would include design features to reduce energy and water consumption,
66-16 reduce vehicle trips, and reduce area emissions.” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.4-19.) Given that the PR
Draft EIR has eliminated GHG mitigation measures, please explain to what the PR Draft EIR is
referring, and what “design features” are intended to reduce sources of GHGs.
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Sixth, how, specifically, will the Project assist the SCAG region in reducing GHGs by 8% by 2020
and 13% by 2035, as stated in the 2016-2040 SCAG RTP/SCS? The PR Draft EIR fails to provide
66-17
any analysis or explanation as to how the Project would not hinder the State’s GHG reduction
goals established by AB 32 and SB 375.
Seventh, as the City knows, GHG issues are at the very least regional in nature, if not often
considered to be even broader in scope. The PR Draft EIR does not include any analysis, let alone
a quantitative analysis, of cumulative GHG issues, and instead states that “the preceding analysis
is inherently related to cumulative impacts of GHG emissions….” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.4-20.) While
GHG issues may be inherently broad in scope, it does not necessarily follow, nor is it the case,
66-18
that the PR Draft EIR’s analysis is inherently cumulative in nature. The PR Draft EIR does not
present any quantitative analysis of cumulative GHG impacts from known projects, including
projects now identified on the Cumulative and Concurrent Project list including the Southpark
Specific Plan and its over 1,000,000 sf of commercial uses, and the Master Plan for the Former
LA Times Project Site and its approximately 315,000 sf of new office space plus three parking
structures. Please revise the EIR to include this information and circulate the revised EIR for
public review and comment.
E. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The PR Draft EIR states that impacts under HAZ-4 would be less than significant with mitigation,
but the mitigation that is proposed is solely a future Phase I report. Given that the areas of
66-19 proposed new land uses – especially residential uses – already are known, please explain why a
Phase I report should not be prepared at this time so that the City’s decisionmakers and the public
can understand any potential impacts with developing residential uses near contaminated sites.
Does the Orange County Sanitation District’s Biosolids Master Plan Update project affect any of
the analysis or conclusions in this section? What cumulative impacts, if any, may occur?
F. Land Use and Planning Policies
In an apparent attempt to inoculate against the Project’s inconsistency with General Plan policies,
goals, and objectives, the PR Draft EIR now states, “…the City does not consider these LOS policies
as fundamental mandatory policies. Consequently, a significant and unavoidable LOS impact
66-20 does not preclude the City from concluding that a project is consistent with its General Plan as a
whole.” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.7-10.) An EIR is not a proper place for a city, or any lead agency, to
establish or modify policies. Please provide evidence of a formal action by the City’s
decisionmakers, including its City Council, to formally amend the General Plan to address LOS
standards or to otherwise declare that “the City does not consider these LOS policies [in its
adopted General Plan] as fundamental mandatory policies.”
66-21

In addition, the PR Draft EIR impermissibly narrows the applicable threshold to avoid a potential
determination of significance. The PR Draft EIR now says that while implementation of the
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Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to several intersections located
outside of the City’s jurisdiction, these impacts “would not result in inconsistency with applicable
land use plan [sic], policies, or regulations of the City.” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.7-11.) But, the CEQA
Guidelines do not limit this analysis only to the applicable plans, policies, or regulations of the
lead agency (here, the City); instead, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines asks whether a proposed
project would “Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect.” (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G; emphasis added.) Consequently, the City
is obligated to consider whether the Project conflicts with any plans, policies, or regulations of
other agencies, including the South Coast Air Quality Management District and Caltrans, which
the City already has identified as interested agencies. (Final EIR, p. 1-4.)
The PR Draft EIR’s policy consistency summary (pp. 3.7-16 through 3.7-33) still is not supported
by substantial evidence. For example:

66-22



GVP 3.3 – Please explain how the PR Draft EIR is consistent with this principle given that
the PR Draft EIR does not provide any discussion of environmental justice concepts and
there is no analysis of whether or how the Project is consistent with environmental justice
concepts.



SCS Goal 2 – Please address how the Project can be consistent with this Goal given the
Project’s significant and unavoidable traffic and circulation impacts at multiple
intersections. How does increased congestion “maximize mobility and accessibility for all
people and goods in the region”?



SCS Goal 5 – Similarly, how does the Project “maximize the productivity of our
transportation system” if increased traffic impacts occur as a result of the Project?



SCS Goal 6 – The consistency analysis for this section relies on a VMT analysis. But, as the
PR Draft EIR states elsewhere, the City has not instituted VMT methodology and does not
employ any VMT thresholds of significance. Consequently, it is not appropriate to rely on
VMT. Furthermore, the Project unarguably will increase traffic impacts. Please explain
how this effect is consistent with “protect[ing] the environment and health of our
residents by improving air quality….”



Policy 2.3.1 – This policy is focused on ensuring that development within Special Study
Areas – which includes the Project area – is compatible with adjacent development.
Please explain how the Project and, particularly, its residential components, will be
compatible with adjacent industrial and manufacturing uses, including the Orange County
Sanitation District’s biosolids processing facility.

66-23

66-24

66-25

66-26
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Goal 8.1 – This General Plan goal is directed to ensuring that air quality meets applicable
standards set by the state and federal governments. Please explain how the Project is
consistent with this Goal given the issues identified above in comments on the Air Quality
and GHG sections of the PR Draft EIR.



Policy 8.1.2 – This policy addresses conformance with air pollution reduction plans,
congestion management plans, and transportation demand management plans. The PR
Draft EIR still inaccurately states that the Project will be consistent with the applicable
plans because “project impacts to transportation and circulation would be less than
significant….” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.7-30.) This is not true. As noted above, the Project will
result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. Consequently, there is no support
for the conclusion that the Project is consistent with this policy.



Growth Management Element, Goal 1 – As noted above, the Project actually increases
traffic, and therefore it is not consistent with this goal which is to “reduce traffic
congestion.” Please provide evidence of support for this conclusion.

66-27

66-28

66-29

G. Noise
The PR Draft EIR states that due to the potential concurrent construction of the Project along
with the projects noted on the concurrent project list, there could be “temporary cumulative
increases in noise levels and ground-borne vibration levels at the same sensitive receptors as the
Project….During the time that these cumulative projects are being constructed, the Project
vicinity would experience substantial increases in daytime noise levels.” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.8-25.)
66-30 The PR Draft EIR then concludes that adverse noise impacts would be less than significant
because construction would be temporary and would occur during the day. This explanation
appears circular and does not grapple with the issue presented – there may be substantial noise
increases at nearby sensitive receptors due to concurrent construction of multiple projects,
which have now increased in number with the additions to the Cumulative and Concurrent
Project list. The PR Draft EIR must quantify these impacts and discuss whether and how
compliance with the City’s noise ordinance reduces physical noise impacts to these sensitive
receptors.
H. Population and Housing

66-31

As was the case with the Draft EIR, the PR Draft EIR concludes that the Project will result in a less
than significant population impact. There are several mistakes in reaching this conclusion.
First, the PR Draft EIR states that “the City has an existing population of 55,313 residents….” (PR
Draft EIR, p. 3.9-14.) Per Table 3.9-1, this number is the 2010 population. It is reasonable to
assume that the population has increased since then; indeed, according to the United States
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Census Bureau, the City’s population as of July 1, 2016 was 56,529.1 Thus, the City’s population
already appears closer to the SCAG population projection of 57,800 for 2040.
This Project would add 1,444 persons to the City’s population. (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.9-14.)
Consequently, this Project alone would account for nearly all of the growth anticipated in the
City from 2020 to 2040 – a total of 1,500 persons. (PR Draft EIR, Table 3.9-2.) The PR Draft EIR
presents no basis for assuming that there will be no population growth outside of this Project.
This is especially troubling considering that the PR Draft EIR now reveals the Southpark Specific
Plan project, which may add up to 1,000,000 sf of commercial space and therefore, presumably,
66-31 will generate a population increase for the same reasons that this Project assumes a population
Cont.
increase based on increased jobs. This Project’s contribution of 1,444 persons is a significant
impact.
The PR Draft EIR avoids this conclusion by (1) comparing the growth to the 2010 population
number which already has been surpassed and by (2) asserting that the Project’s population
increase “would be insignificant relative to the existing population in the Project area.” As noted
above, the 2010 population number is outdated and the increased population caused by the
Project is not “insignificant” when it amounts to nearly the entirety of anticipated growth for the
next 20 years. In short, the PR Draft EIR’s conclusions are unsupported.
The Draft EIR likewise fails to provide an analysis of potential cumulative growth impacts caused
by the Project and concurrent development projects. What is the likely growth to be generated
66-32 by the Southpark Specific Plan project which is located within City boundaries? The EIR must
analyze the potential cumulative population impacts in the City caused by the Project and all
concurrent development projects, including the Southpark Specific Plan project and the
Welbrook Senior Living Housing Project, which should be included on the cumulative projects list.
Finally, it appears that the main (if not only) revision to this section is to disclose that an
affordable housing project previously listed in the Draft EIR no longer exists. (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.97.) Is this project the one referenced in Table 3.9-5? If so, please correct Table 3.9-5 to delete
the affordable housing project as being “in the pipeline.” The PR Draft EIR then states that,
“another site in the City and an experienced affordable housing developer have been identified.”
66-33

Is this future affordable housing project what is being considered in the Harbor Blvd South Island
Specific Plan Amendment? If so, please confirm and clarify that. And, if it is, that project certainly
appears reasonably foreseeable enough to be discussed more fully here and listed in the
cumulative projects list, given that it already has been considered by the City’s Planning
Commission. In other words, the potential affordable housing project either is likely enough that
it should be evaluated in both contexts, or it is not reasonably certain in which case it should not

1

http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045216/0625380
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be mentioned here in an apparent effort to backstop against an affordable housing issue. Please
clarify.
I. Public Services
Please explain how a Computer Aided Dispatch/Records Management System (CAD/RMS) helps
to “decrease the rate of traffic collisions despite an increase in population.” (PR Draft EIR, p.
3.10-12.) A CAD/RMS appears most useful for internal organization in a law enforcement
department; how does it prevent traffic collisions and how will it be useful here to address
increased demands for services resulting from population increases and the admittedly
significant and unavoidable traffic and circulation impacts caused by the Project?
The PR Draft EIR states that FVPD “does not currently anticipate the need for additional
resources.” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.10-12.) If this changes in the future based on development of the
Project, how will that be handled? Does the City have development impact fees that will be
imposed on future specific projects?

66-34

The PR Draft EIR states that “the City does not currently have standards for developer fees for
the purpose of ensuring adequate police protection, as discussed under Impact PU-1….” (PS Draft
EIR, p. 3.10-16.) Please direct us to where this is discussed in Impact PUBS-1 on pp. 3.10-10
through 3.10-12, and how impacts can be assured to be less than significant.
The PR Draft EIR now includes impermissible deferred analysis and mitigation with respect to
police services. The PR Draft EIR states, “Regardless, should future development under the
Project or cumulative projects result in conditions that require additional police protection
resources such projects would be subject to review and approval by the City Planning and
Building Department, who would recommend additional security measures or review by FVPD to
determine the need for police protection resources.” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.10-16.) How does a
subsequent determination that cumulative projects will create significant adverse impacts allow
the City to fully address and mitigate those impacts? What ability would City staff at that point
to impose new mitigation measures? And, what would “recommend[ing] additional security
measures” do to decrease potential impacts on police services?
J. Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic

In connection with Impact T-1, the PR Draft EIR proposes mitigation measure MM T-1, which in
turn requires future development applicants to prepare a construction impact management plan
(CIMP). Will all potential development in the Specific Plan area be required to complete a CIMP,
66-35
or only projects of a certain size?
MM T-1 states that “Any requests for work before or after normal construction hours within the
public right-of-way shall be subject to review and approval through the After Hours Permit
process administered by the Building and Safety Division.” (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.11-37.) Is the After
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Hours Permit process codified in the City’s Municipal Code? If so, what is the citation to the Code
section? What are the standards for granting an After Hours Permit? Do nearby sensitive
receptors receive advance notice of a request for an After Hours Permit, and do they have an
opportunity to present any concerns?
Operational impacts related to the Project are analyzed in Impact T-2, which concludes that the
Project would result in adverse impacts at three study intersections. The PR Draft EIR then
proposes mitigation measure MM T-2a, which requires an “amendment” of the Specific Plan
Implementation and Funding/Financing Strategy to include a “fee justification study.”

66-36

66-37



What is the timing of implementation of this study?



Why isn’t it being done prior to moving forward with any further action on this Project,
given that the scope of necessary traffic improvements is known?



If this is a discretionary action, what happens if the fee justification study is not approved?
By including as a mitigation measure an apparently discretionary future action, there is
no certainty that sufficient and enforceable mitigation actually will be imposed.



Will the City require future developers to construct improvements under the Specific Plan
Implementation and Funding/Financing Strategy subject to a reimbursement agreement,
or pay a fair share contribution only?

In addition, two of the three intersections with significant impacts are within Caltrans’
jurisdiction. Will the fee justification study include the cost of improvements for these
intersections as well, given that its stated purpose is to identify the cost of improvements to “all
identified transportation improvements, within the Project area and surround [sic] vicinity”? (PR
Draft EIR, p. 3.11-42.)
The PR Draft EIR states that with respect to cumulative conditions, traffic volumes were
anticipated to increase by 11-13 percent from base year to future year. (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.1152.) Does this mean from 2015 to 2035? If so, why was a more common 1% annual growth factor
not applied?

66-38

The PR Draft EIR states that the Southpark Specific Plan is anticipated to produce 2,050 PM peak
hour trips and 1,278 AM peak hour trips. (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.11-53.) What is the actual total daily
number of trips that this project is anticipated to produce, not just PM or AM peak hour trips?
This information does not appear to be included in either the PR Draft EIR or the revised Traffic
Impact Analysis.
Similarly, what is the total number of daily trips anticipated to be created from the Master Plan
the Former Los Angeles Times Site?
K. Utilities
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The Draft EIR asserts that the Project’s impacts on water supply will be less than significant
because future supply exceeds present demand. (PR Draft EIR, p. 3.12-25.) This is an incorrect
comparison for two primary reasons: first, there is no discussion of potential uncertainties
related to future supply, which is a required discussion (for example, what if there are competing
demands on the same source of water? What is there are future drought years?); and second,
66-39
using current demand figures does not address the increased growth, and demand on water
supply, that will occur from sources other than the Project. More specifically, if anticipated
supply in 2035 is 11,800 AFY (Table 3.12-3), and current demand in 2015 is already 10,775 AFY
(Table 3.12-2), where is the evidence that in 20 years of growth, the supply will remain constant
and no more than 464.7 AFY in demand will occur, such that future supply can accommodate the
560.3 AFY increased demand caused by the Project?
Furthermore, the Southpark Specific Plan is anticipated to include over 1,000,000 sf of
commercial space upon buildout. If the water use factor shown in Table 3.12-6 is applied to the
estimated change in project area employment/population resulting from the Southpark Specific
66-40 Plan, what is the increased water demand from that project? And, what then is the cumulative
increased water demand, including the Project, Southpark, and any other cumulative projects?
The PR Draft EIR fails to include any quantitative analysis of this impact despite the ability and
legal requirement to do so. Please revise the EIR to include this information.
The PR Draft EIR’s reliance on a future fee study to mitigate any and all future impacts, including
the need for new water facilities and pipelines, appears insufficient. When will the facilities and
66-41 pipelines be constructed relative to future buildout of the Project? Will the physical construction
of expanded facilities be done by the City only, or by future developers pursuant to a
reimbursement agreement? Please provide additional information and details regarding MM
UT-3.
L. Other CEQA Considerations – Growth
The Draft EIR asserts that the Project “would serve anticipated land use changes in the Project
area, and would not induce substantial new growth.” (PR Draft EIR, p. 4-3.) For the reasons
66-42 discussed above regarding the Population and Housing section, this conclusion is unsupported
and contradicted by information in the PR Draft EIR.
Furthermore, isn’t the purpose of the Specific Plan to encourage growth and development? If
so, doesn’t purported “upgrading” of improvements further that result, such that there is a
significant impact in this area?
III.
66-43

The Draft EIR’s Alternatives Analysis is Flawed

Please confirm the accuracy of all air quality and GHG emissions numbers in the Alternatives
section given the comments above. Do any of the comparisons change?
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66-44

Please explain why the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative is included given
that it admittedly results in similar or greater impacts than the Project in nearly every single
impact area. (PR Draft EIR, Table 5-14.) This alternative appears to do nothing to alleviate
impacts caused by the Project, including the significant and unavoidable traffic and circulation
impacts that the Project will cause – indeed, it has greater traffic impacts (PR Draft EIR, Table 514.) Consequently, there appears to be no justification for including this alternative, as CEQA
requires objectives that “could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project
and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.” CEQA Guidelines
§ 15126.6(c); emphasis added.
The Draft EIR also selects the Project itself as the environmentally superior alternative. (PR Draft
EIR, p. 5-44.) Please provide the authority for selecting the Project as the environmentally
superior alternative “among the other alternatives [besides the No Project Alternative].” CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.6(e)(2). The statement that the Project “meets more key Project Objectives
than the No Housing Alternatives [sic]” (PR Draft EIR, p. 5-39) is circular – the Project was
designed to meet the Project Objectives so of course it meets more of them than any alternative
would.
If “none of the alternatives analyzed (other than the No Project Alternative) were found to reduce
any significant and unavoidable impact to a less than significant level” (PR Draft EIR, p. 5-44),
then why were they included? CEQA requires that alternatives be those that “could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects [of the Project]” (CEQA Guidelines
§ 15126.6(c)) and it is not clear how either of the substantive alternatives meets this
requirement.

IV.

The EIR Must Be Further Revised and Recirculated

As the City is aware, CEQA requires that an EIR be recirculated when “significant new information
is added to the EIR” prior to certification of the document. CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.

66-45

Here, given the substantial new information that must be included for the Project’s EIR to comply
with CEQA, and to ensure that the City complies with its mandate under CEQA that an “EIR is to
demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered
the ecological implications of its action” (CEQA Guidelines § 15003(d)), the EIR must be further
revised and recirculated for public review and comment.
Fountain Valley United therefore objects to any further action on the Project until the necessary
and proper environmental review has been completed and the public has been provided a

November 20, 2017
Page 15

66-45
Cont.

meaningful opportunity to comment on a further revised EIR that contains the information
required by CEQA.
Very truly yours,

Ginetta L. Giovinco
12975-0002\2137916v1.doc

8.0 Response to Comments

COMMENT LETTER 66 – MS. GINETTA L. GIOVINCO, RICHARDS WATSON GERSHON,
REPRESENTING FOUNTAIN VALLEY UNITED (4) (NOVEMBER 20, 2017 – COMMENTS ON
PARTIAL RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR)
Comment Response 66-1: The Program EIR has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA
Statute and Guidelines. Written responses to comments have been provided below as well as
within the commenter’s prior comments (identified in this Revised Final EIR as Comment Letters
11, 64, and 65) in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. Comments regarding the
adequacy of the EIR and environmental review are addressed more specifically below in
Comment Responses 66-2 through 66-45. Regarding comments and concerns over the amount
of detail and analysis provided in this EIR, the EIR is a Program EIR pursuant to Section 15168
of the State CEQA Guidelines. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 states that “the degree
of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the
underlying activity which is described in the EIR.” There are many reasons that a program-level
analysis is appropriate for the proposed Project, including the fact that the proposed FVCSP does
not propose any development, but rather sets forth allowable development and includes policies
and development standards for the defined Project area. Where characteristics vary within the
Project, the EIR provides clarifying information where relevant. “An EIR should be prepared with
a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to
make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation
of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of
an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible… The courts have looked not
for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.” (Citizens
to Preserve the Ojai v. County of Ventura (1985) 176 Cal.App.3d 421, 438).
Comment Response 66-2: There has been no unlawful pre-commitment to the Project. During
the preparation of the EIR, the City did not take any action to further the Project nor did it commit
to the approval of the Project or foreclose mitigation measures or alternatives to the Project. Text
within Section 2.0, Project Description of the Revised Final EIR, page 2-5 has been revised to
clarify the intent: “If adopted by the City Council, the FVCSP would govern land use and
development within the Project area.” As required by CEQA, this EIR provides objective and
comparative analysis related to the Project Alternatives. Also refer to Comment Response 11-2.
Comment Response 66-3: The analysis presented within the Revised Final EIR is consistent
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, which further states, “An evaluation of the environmental
effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be
reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible… The courts have looked not for perfection
but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.” The analysis in the
Revised Final EIR provides a good faith effort of disclosing reasonably foreseeable impacts.
Comment responses below provide specific examples. Also refer to Comment Response 11-4.
Comment Response 66-4: In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1), the
analysis of cumulative impacts within an EIR should include past projects, including recently
completed projects, that have the potential to produce related or cumulative impacts. Such
projects are correctly identified in Table 3.0-2 and included within the cumulative impact analysis.
8-298
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The environmental baseline for the EIR depends on the resource and is described in the
Environmental Setting of each resource section and is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15125(a). The list of cumulative projects includes those projects that would have the potential to
contribute to cumulative impacts in the vicinity of the Project.
Regarding the assertion that several other projects within the City should be considered as part
of the cumulative analysis for the FVCSP Project a review of each of these projects was
conducted as part of the September 2017 update of the cumulative projects list for the Partial
Recirculated Draft EIR, which concluded that the consideration of each of these projects was not
necessary or appropriate. These projects include the Welbrook Assisted Living Facility project
and the Harbor Boulevard South Island Specific Plan Amendment. Specifically, upon review of
these projects, it was determined that each project would have no effect or a negligible cumulative
contribution towards a significant environmental effect when considered with the FVCSP Project.
This is largely in part due to insignificance of each of the projects. For instance, the Welbrook
Assisted Living Facility project involving the development of senior assisted living facilities
approximately 0.75-mile north of the FVCSP Project area. A Negative Declaration for the project
was prepared in November 2016 and concluded the project would not result in any significant
impacts to the environment. While the project would contribute towards additional traffic at one of
the FVCSP Project study intersection (Warner Avenue & Euclid Street [Intersection #2]), the traffic
analysis identified a project increase in intersection delay of only 0.021 V/C and 0.02 V/C during
the AM and PM peak hour, respectively. Under a cumulative setting, this increase in delay would
not contribute towards significant cumulative effects under the FVCSP Project. Further, this
project is currently in plan review by the City and it is anticipated the project would be constructed
and operational prior to issuance of the first entitlement for development within the Project area
should the FVCSP be adopted by City decision makers.
The second project referenced in this comment involves the amendment of the Harbor Boulevard
South Island Specific Plan to allow for the development of 194 affordable housing units; however,
this project site is located approximately 1.35 miles from the FVCSP Project area. A Mitigated
Negative Declaration was prepared for the project and identified less than significant impacts to
air quality and geology and soils after implementation of project mitigation. Air pollutant emissions
analysis for the project determined that construction and operational emissions would not exceed
SCAQMD CEQA thresholds prior to mitigation; however, due to the air basins non-attainment
status for particulate matter, fugitive dust, and ozone precursors, mitigation measures were
required. Given project emissions would not exceed SCAQMD CEQA thresholds, impacts would
not contribute towards a regionally significant cumulative contribution to air quality. Further,
proposed mitigation would further reduce project impacts. Impacts to geology and soils from this
project were identified due to location of the project within a seismically active area and potential
for liquefaction. Such impacts are site specific and would not contribute towards a cumulatively
considerable effect on geology or soils with regards to the FVCSP Project. In addition, given this
project’s distance from the FVCSP Project area and the negligible effects on the environment,
this project was not considered not included in the cumulative project impact analysis for the
FVCSP Project in this EIR.
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Regarding requests for additional description of the proposed OCSD Biosolids Master Plan
project, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b), the discussion of cumulative impacts
“need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone”
and “should be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness.” Accordingly, the EIR
is not required to include a complete description of the proposed OCSD project. Instead, for a
complete description of the OCSD Biosolids Master Plan Project, please refer to the OCSD project
webpage, accessible at: https://www.ocsd.com/Home/Components/News/News/1855/354.
Comment Response 66-5: Please refer to Comment Responses 11-8 through 11-18 regarding
prior comments on the Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR. The cumulative impact of the Project
is described within Section 3.1.4.2 and additional clarifying text has been added. Cumulative
effects associated with aesthetics and visual resources would occur if land use changes in
adjacent areas of the City would affect visual resources in the same viewshed. The extent of
visual impacts of buildout of the Southpark Specific Plan Sakioka Site is not known at this time as
no applications for development projects have been submitted; however, it is assumed the vacant
Sakioka site would be developed with commercial and industrial uses. The implementation of the
Orange County Sanitation District Master Plan would continue to retain the industrial character of
this site. The Master Plan for the Former LA Times Project Site is not anticipated to be visible
from the Project site or the identified KVLs. Cumulative development anticipated to occur would
result in changes to various aspects of the City’s character (e.g., building composition); however,
the changes would not require revisions to the analysis or conclusions regarding extent of impacts
and would remain adverse. New construction projects would be required to go through an
entitlement process that would ensure that the design of new development would not degrade the
visual character of an area.
Comment Response 66-6: As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the EIR, air quality emissions
estimates were updated in the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR to utilize the latest version of
CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.1, which includes updated assumptions on equipment, vehicle fleet
mixes, Title 24 energy efficiency standards, utility intensity demand factors, etc. Default emission
assumptions were used with consideration of SCAQMD rules and regulations that the Project
would be required to adhere to during construction and operation. Due to these factors, air
pollutant emissions are now modeled to be below previous calculations contained in the prerecirculation Final EIR (2017). It is reasonable to assume that all development that may occur
under the proposed Project would comply with SCAQMD rules, which SCAQMD enforces through
a broad compliance program, consistent with its legal obligation to enforce air pollution
regulations. This compliance program includes many means for SCAQMD to ensure and enforce
adopted rules and regulations, including through construction site and facility inspections,
documentation and investigation of public complaints, and requirement for permits from SCAQMD
and payment of fees. More information about SCAQMD’s compliance program can be found at
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance. Since Project-related construction air
pollutant emissions are below adopted thresholds of significance, mitigation measures MM AQ1a through 1e were removed from the EIR, and mitigation is not required to reduce Project impacts
to a less than significant level.
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Comment Response 66-7: Pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403, no person is allowed to conduct
active operations (i.e., earth-moving activities, construction/demolition activities, disturbed
surface area, heavy- and light-duty vehicular movement) without utilizing the best available control
measures included in Table 1 of Rule 403 to minimize fugitive dust emissions from each fugitive
dust source type within the active operation. Under Rule 403, large operations are required to
implement the applicable actions specified in Table 2 and Table 3 of Rule 403. Table 2 and Table
3 of Rule 403 determine all fugitive dust control measures, including site water or stabilization
requirements, that would apply to the operations and would be determined appropriate by the
AQMD via submittal of a Large Operation Notification of an AQMD-approved dust control plan. It
would be speculative to analyze what effect a potential future drought would have on AQMD’s
enforcement and interpretation of these rules.
Comment Response 66-8: Please refer to Comment Response 11-21. Analysis of air quality
emissions was conducted consistent with the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. No further
revisions to Impact AQ-2 of the Revised Final EIR are required.
Comment Response 66-9: The analysis of Project cumulative air quality impacts resulting from
construction and operation emissions is based on standard methodology for analysis as provided
by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. As discussed under Impact AQ-4 in Section
3.2.4 of the EIR,
“With regard to determining the significance of the Project’s contribution, the SCAQMD
neither recommends quantified analyses of cumulative construction or operational
emissions, nor provides separate methodologies or thresholds of significance to be used
to assess cumulative construction or operational impacts. Instead, the SCAQMD
recommends that a project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts should be
assessed using the same significance criteria as those for project-specific impacts; that
is, individual development projects that generate construction-related or operational
emissions that exceed the SCAQMD-recommended daily thresholds for project-specific
impacts would also cause a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those
pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattainment.”
As the Project short-term construction and long-term operational emissions would not exceed
SCAQMD thresholds, Project implementation would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of the criteria pollutants for which the air basin is nonattainment, and the impact would
be less than significant. Therefore, consistent with SCAQMD methodology for approach to
cumulative analysis, a quantitative cumulative analysis of construction and operational Project
emissions is not required.
Further, as discussed in Comment Response 11-22, cumulative impacts of the Project relating to
consistency with adopted SCAG population projections have been analyzed in Section 3.9,
Population and Housing, which account for additional City growth resulting from the full buildout
and development of known approved, pending, or concurrent plans. Of these plans, the current
construction of a 159-unit development located outside of the Project area in conjunction with
Project plans for the development of the 491 units allowed under the FVCSP would cumulatively
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contribute towards population growth within the City. However, as discussed in Section 3.9.4.2 of
Section 3.9, Population and Housing, population growth within the City resulting from these two
projects would not exceed SCAG’s 5.8 percent population growth projections, and cumulative
impacts are considered less than significant.
Comment Response 66-10: Please refer to Comment Response 11-23. SCAQMD does not
recommend quantified analyses of cumulative construction for air quality emissions, nor do they
provide a methodology to quantify cumulative emissions. Regarding cumulative construction
emissions with consideration to the Southpark Specific Plan – Sakioka Site and OCSD Biosolids
Master Plan, see EIR Section 3.2.4.1. Quantification of cumulative construction air quality
emissions would not be reasonably feasible and would be speculative, especially as the
construction timing and sequence of cumulative projects, as well as potential development
projects within the site, is currently unknown. The analysis of cumulative construction emissions
instead considers if the quantity of Project-generated construction emissions would result in a
cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the Basin is in
nonattainment. Quantified Project Construction emissions are found in Table 3.2-7 and
CalEEMod sheets in Appendix D. In accordance with the SCAQMD, Project emissions below the
mass daily thresholds would not have a cumulatively considerable effect.
Comment Response 66-11: Please refer to Comment Response 11-23. SCAQMD does not
recommend quantified analyses of cumulative operational for air quality emissions, nor do they
provide a methodology to quantify cumulative emissions. The analysis of cumulative operational
emissions instead considers if the quantity of Project-generated emissions would result in a
cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the Basin is in
nonattainment. Quantified Project operational emissions are found in Table 3.2-8 and CalEEMod
sheets in Appendix D. In accordance with the SCAQMD, Project emissions below the mass daily
thresholds are not considered to have cumulatively considerable effect.
Comment Response 66-12: Please refer to Comment Response 11-25. As is provided in the
existing language of MM AQ-5a, a site-specific HRA would be required prior to development of a
proposed sensitive land use within 500 feet of I-405 or the development of a distribution center,
rail yard, refinery, chrome plater, dry cleaning operation, or large gas station near a sensitive land
use. This is appropriate mitigation for the proposed Project, which is programmatic in nature and
does include any site-specific development. As set forth in MM AQ-5a, the HRA shall be reviewed
and approved by the City Planning and Building Department prior to approval of development
permits. HRA’s are often prepared and required to identify and address impacts associated with
air quality and exposure of sensitive land uses to elevated hazardous risks. The HRA would be
required to be prepared consistent with CalEPA’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment’s A Guide to Health Risk Assessment and the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program
Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments (HRAs), and would evaluate and
disclose the health risks associated with future proposed development through a detailed
quantitative analysis of a projects impacts, and may provide recommendations for reducing or
avoiding such risks. Reviewing agencies, such as the City Planning and Building Department,
would then take these findings into consideration and may require additional measures, features,
or mitigation for reducing or eliminating the identified risks prior or take such conclusions into
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account when considering a project for approval or issuance of a permit. Thus, MM AQ-5a, in
connection with MM AQ-5b through MM AQ-5f would reduce adverse effects for sensitive
receptors within 500 feet of the I-405 freeway and/or for sensitive receptors near the potential
development of a distribution center, rail yard, refinery, chrome plater, dry cleaning operation, or
gas station by ensuring the potential for exposure of hazardous air emissions to sensitive
receptors would be reviewed and project designs revised if necessary to address air quality and
health or increased cancer risk threshold issues. As stated in the measures themselves, this
review would be conducted by the City Planning and Building Department, and as necessary
SCAQMD, which has the expertise to determine what design revision would be necessary and
effective on a case-by-case basis to ensure impacts would be less than significant. Additionally,
through site specific planning review, the City or SCAQMD may require an applicant prepared,
City approved HRA to determine the potential for hazardous pollutant exposure and guide site
development, development design, and setbacks of sensitive land uses. An HRA may often
identify additional mitigation or measures for the project to reduce associated health risks before
the project may be approved or permitted by the City or SCAQMD. Therefore, after mitigation,
residual impacts related to the exposure of sensitive land uses to substantial pollution
concentrations would be less than significant.
Comment Response 66-13: Thank you for your comment. Calculations and results of the
modeled Project operational annual GHG emissions can be located in the table presented in
Section 2.2 Overall Operational-Mitigated Operational, on page 291 of Appendix D. Tables 3.4-2
through 3.4-5 of Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR
incorrectly reference values for mitigated CO2, rather than CO2e. These tables have been revised
to reflect the appropriate unmitigated CO2e emissions estimates for the Project. Consequently,
the analysis of GHG emissions, including per service population emissions calculations, has been
appropriately revised; however, these revisions have not changed the impact conclusions or
levels of significance, as Project annual GHG emissions remain below SCAQMD’s Tier 4 GHG
thresholds for both project and plan level analysis. The values presented for unmitigated Project
construction and operation annual GHG emissions are retrieved from mitigated emissions results
in the CalEEMod worksheets due to the way in which the CalEEMod program reports emissions
based on Project details and model inputs. Several aspects of the FVCSP and existing
requirements for compliance with SCAQMD which would serve to reduce construction and
operational emissions of a project are input into the CalEEMod program as “mitigation features”
despite the fact that these are inherent project design features. As such, mitigated emissions
results truly characterize the aspects of Project emissions, rather than unmitigated emissions
presented elsewhere in the CalEEMod worksheets. The emissions values presented in the
revised Tables 3.4-2 through 3.4-5 of Section 3.4 represents true, unmitigated estimated Project
emissions based on inherent Project design features or requirements. No mitigation has been
assumed in any of the revised CalEEMod calculations prepared as part of the Partial Recirculated
Draft EIR.
Comment Response 66-14: Please refer to Comment Response 66-13 for clarification regarding
revisions to Tables 3.4-2 through 3.4-5 of Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Partial
Recirculated Draft EIR. Please refer to Comment Response 66-8 for response to concerns related
to identification of net declines in Project operational mobile source emissions and consistency
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with SCAQMD adopted methodologies. As discussed there, analysis of air quality emissions was
conducted consistent with the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. No further revisions to
Impact AQ-2 of the Revised Final EIR are required.
Comment Response 66-15: Per adopted SCAQMD methodology for analysis and modeling of
project GHG impacts, Project impacts would be less than significant due to the fact that modeled
GHG emissions from Project construction and operation are not estimated to exceed quantified
thresholds for GHG emissions. Despite the significant and unavoidable impacts identified within
the analysis of Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, offsite mobile GHG
emissions have been accounted for and quantified as part of the GHG impact analysis and
compared against adopted thresholds of significance pursuant to SCAQMD methodologies.
Comment Response 66-16: Thank you for your comment. Given the revised GHG analysis
prepared as part of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR has revised the impact discussion and
identified less than significant impacts to GHG emissions, no mitigation is required or would be
implemented to reduce Project impacts. Appropriate sections of the text have been revised to
remove outdated discussions of requirements for implementation of mitigation measures that are
no longer proposed or required.
Comment Response 66-17: As discussed in Impact GHG-2 in Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, the Project involves a diverse mix of uses in an infill location which would provide
residential and commercial uses in walking distance to recreational, entertainment, and
commercial uses and would help promote a reduction in VMT and GHG emissions compared to
a project of similar size and land uses at a more suburban location. Further, as discussed in
Section 3.7, Land Use and Planning Policies, the Project would be consistent with and promote
the goals of RTP/SCS due to the fact the Project would facilitate transit-oriented development,
and the development of safe, efficient, and convenient pedestrian and bicycle facilities throughout
the Project area and connecting with surrounding circulation networks. The proposed FVCSP also
includes the development of workplace neighborhoods containing a mix of workplace,
commercial, and medium-density residential uses which support and improve walkability and
where residents can use alternative transportation to move around the City and surrounding
region. Additionally, it is a goal of the City as part of the FVCSP to increase regional commitments
to and funding for transit, complete streets – which can accommodate all modes of transportation
– and supportive patterns of land use, to reduce traffic congestion and address public concerns
and new legislation directed at community health and safety issues. Further, as outlined in the
VMT analysis in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, future development
permitted under the Project would result in a reduction in per capita VMT when compared to
citywide per capita VMT. This results from the Project’s combination of infill housing and mixed
use commercial developments within walking distance of mass transit facilities, consistent with
the requirements of AB 1358.
Comment Response 66-18: The EIR quantified the Project’s GHG emissions as discussed under
Impact GHG-1 in Section 3.4 of the EIR, and determined that Project impacts related to GHG
emissions would be less than significant. As is discussed in the cumulative impact discussion of
Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, analysis of GHG emissions is cumulative in nature
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because impacts are caused by cumulative global emissions and the analysis of Project GHG
impacts is inherently related to cumulative impacts of GHG emissions. Given the Project would
not result in significant GHG emissions or conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations
pertaining to GHGs, cumulative effects of the Project from GHG emissions are found to be less
than significant and the analysis of cumulative GHG emissions need not include quantitative
analysis of cumulative GHG impacts from other known projects. Further it is important to note that
the Project, as discussed in Impact GHG-2, involves a diverse mix of uses in an infill location
which would provide residential and commercial uses in walking distance to recreational,
entertainment, and commercial uses and would help promote a reduction in VMT and GHG
emissions compared to a project of similar size and land uses at a more suburban location .
Comment Response 66-19: Mitigation measure MM-HAZ-1 requires that applicants for
development in the Project site area prepare a Phase I ESA. Future studies of potential impacts
are permissible when, as here, the EIR includes a requirement to mitigate any impact identified.
Specifically, the mitigation measure further states that if the Phase I ESA finds that contaminated
soil or other hazardous materials or waste are suspected to be present within the area, the
applicant shall follow all applicable local, state and federal codes and regulations, as well as
applicable best management practices. Pursuant to Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines,
a program-level analysis is appropriate for the proposed Project, a specific plan that does not
include detailed development specifications for parcels within the study area. When such
development requests are filed with the City, technical investigations such as Phase I ESAs would
be appropriate to evaluate potential site specific constraints based on development plans.
Inclusion and consideration of the OCSD Biosolids Master Plan Project does not affect any of the
analysis or conclusions relating to impacts from hazards or hazardous materials, as this project,
as well as other cumulative projects within the FVCSP Project area, would be subject to individual
environmental review and all applicable regulatory conditions, remedial actions, and best
management practices to reduce associated risks.
Comment Response 66-20: Please refer to Comment Response 11-42 and 11-49. The
commenter provides a truncated quotation from Partial Recirculated Draft EIR page 3.7-10 and
asserts that “an EIR is not a proper place for a City, or any lead agency to establish or modify
policies.” The City is not “modifying” or “establishing” new policies as asserted in the comment.
As expressly noted in the text on the land use analysis on page 3.7-10, the City provided a
“interpretation of [existing] LOS standards” including an interpretation in the broader context of
the totality of General Plan policies and the State Legislature’s statutory scheme. Public agencies
routinely provide interpretations of their own General Plan policies as part of the analysis of why
the project is consistent with the General Plan. As discussed in detail in the Partial Recirculated
Draft EIR Land use analysis:
In 2008, the Legislature modified Government Code section 65302(b)(2) (Assembly Bill
1358) to require cities and counties to “plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation
network that meets the needs of all users of the streets, roads, and highways” including
“bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, users of public transportation and seniors.”
Similarly, Government Code section 65088.4(a), adopted in 2013 (Senate Bill 743),
declares:
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It is the intent of the Legislature to balance the need to build infill housing and
mixed use commercial developments within walking distance of mass transit
facilities, downtowns, and town centers and to provide greater flexibility to local
governments to balance these sometimes competing needs.
As outlined in the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis in Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic, future development permitted under the Project would result in a reduction
in per capita VMT when compared to citywide per capita VMT. This results from the Project’s
combination of infill housing and mixed use commercial developments within walking distance of
mass transit facilities, consistent with the requirements of Assembly Bill 1358. This would also be
consistent with the overarching objectives of the General Plan and Circulation Element. For
example, the Circulation Element calls out “reducing the amount and length of vehicle trips” while
the Growth Management Element includes goals, objectives, and policies for “[reducing] traffic
congestion” and “[ensuring] the provision of adequate transportation for existing and future
residents of the City.” Consequently, even projects that result in significant and unavoidable
intersection LOS impacts within the City’s jurisdiction does not equate to General Plan
inconsistency. As discussed in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, OPR’s 2017
General Plan Guidelines recognize that “given the long-term nature of a general plan, its….text
should be general enough to allow a degree of flexibility in decision making as times change.”…[¶]
With regards to transportation and circulation, implementation of mitigation measures T-1, T-2a
through 2b, and T-7 would reduce Project impacts. As discussed in Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic, implementation of the Project would continue to result in potentially longterm significant and unavoidable impacts to several intersections located outside of the City’s
jurisdiction under both existing and cumulative project conditions. However, the City’s General
Plan LOS policies are applicable only to intersections “under sole control of the City,” and
identification of significant and unavoidable impacts to these intersections would not result in
inconsistency with applicable land use plan, policies, or regulations of the City. Further, the
Project’s emphasis on reducing citywide per capita VMT would be consistent with the City General
Plan’s overarching policies of the Circulation Element, as well as the goals and policies
established by SCAG for the planning of the regional transportation system. Therefore, impacts
to transportation and circulation resulting from implementation of the FVCSP would be less than
significant with mitigation.
Comment Response 66-21: The comment also asserts that “the City is obligated to consider
whether the Project conflicts with any plans, policies, or regulations of other agencies, including
South Coast Air Quality Management District and Caltrans.” Caltrans and SCAQMD policies were
considered in detail in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
As expressly discussed on Draft EIR page 3.11-26, the City utilized traffic significance thresholds
based upon Caltrans’ planning guidance. More specifically:
For intersections under Caltrans’ jurisdiction, based on objectives in Caltrans’ Guide for
the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies a significant impact would occur at a signalized
study intersection when the project-related traffic causes:
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•

An intersection to degrade from an LOS C or better to LOS D, LOS E or LOS F; or

•

An increase in delay for intersections already operating at LOS D, LOS E, or LOS
F.

While the City conservatively considered these impacts to be significant, the City believes that
given the language cited in footnote 2 above (i.e. “Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always
be feasible”) and Caltrans most recent policy guidance adopted to implement SB 743 with the
goal of reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled (See Response 1-5), that the project is consistent with
Caltrans’ overarching planning goals and policies.
Consistency with the SCAQMD plans, rules, and standards are analyzed within Section 3.2, Air
Quality. As described in Section 3.2.3, the EIR utilized SCAQMD’s quantified significance
thresholds to determine whether the project was consistent with the applicable air quality plan
based upon SCAQMD’s recommendations for determining consistency with air quality plans and
the AQMP. Per SCAQMD’s recommendations, a project’s consistency with such plans may be
determined if the project would contribute population growth in excess of that forecasted in the
AMQP. As demonstrated under Impact AQ-3 in Section 3.2, anticipated population and
employment growth under the Project is within the AQMP population and/or employment
projections, which are based upon growth projects provided in SCAG’s RTP/SCS. Therefore, the
Project was found to be consistent with SCAQMD AQMP and SCAQMD thresholds of
significance.
Comment Response 66-22: CEQA requires an EIR to discuss inconsistencies with applicable
general plans, specific plans and regional plans (CEQA Guidelines section 15125(d)), but does
not require an EIR to contain a detailed discussion of a project’s consistency with every general
plan policy. Additionally, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines limits the question related to
applicable plans, policies and regulations to those “adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect”, which does not include those relating to Environmental
Justice. Please also refer to Comment Response 11-44.
Comment Response 66-23: Table 3.7-1 describes the Project’s consistency with Goal 2 of the
Sustainable Communities Strategy. The goal does not refer to vehicular LOS. Rather, it refers to
accessibility and mobility, which pertains to multi-modal forms of transportation (not only
vehicular) and sustainability of the transportation system. As described in Table 3.7-1, the Project
would facilitate transit-oriented development, and the development of safe, efficient, and
convenient pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and is supportive patterns of land use to reduce
regional traffic congestion and address public concerns and new legislation directed at community
health and safety issues.
Comment Response 66-24: Please refer to Comment Responses 11-45 and 66-23. The FVCSP
would promote walking and cycling opportunities due to new facilities, the relatively short distance
between the workplace, residential, entertainment and shopping locations provided under this
plan. The FVCSP would provide opportunities for the development of convenient access to transit
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and other modes of public transportation. As such, the Project serves to implement improvements
to the transportation system, consistent with the primary objectives of SCS Goal 5.
Comment Response 66-25: Project consistency with Goal 6 of the SCS does not rely VMT
thresholds of significance, as the commenter asserts. The Project is consistent with this goal
because the Project would encourage active transportation with the provision of pedestrian and
bicycle facilities, and following would reduce per capita VMT.
Comment Response 66-26: Please refer to Impact LU-2, Section 3.7, Land Use, regarding land
use compatibility. The Project was developed by the City and is designed to be consistent with
City’s goals to encourage the development of a place of gathering and activity center within the
City. The primary components of the FVCSP that would guide future development include
updated zoning standards for form-based development, and design standards for new
development to address site design, building façade, size, bulk, scale, as well as open space and
walkability, and to promote and improve compatibility with existing residential, commercial,
manufacturing, and industrial development surrounding the Project area. An addition of up to 491
new residential units and allowances for Activity Core and Workplace Neighborhood Districts
within close proximity to employment centers would enhance and provide a more balanced mix
of land uses within the area. Residential areas are only proposed in the northeast of the Project
area and would be buffered from industrial areas by the Workplace Gateway District, which is
proposed for office use (see Figure 2-4). Land uses north of the Project site include a residential
neighborhood, the Santa Ana River Trail, and the Costco Shopping Center, which are all
compatible with residential and mixed uses. Additionally, no districts with residential uses are
proposed adjacent to OCSD facilities or other industrial uses. Therefore, the Project is compatible
with adjacent uses.
Comment Response 66-27: The Project is found to have a less than significant impact to air
quality and is consistent with established air quality regulations and plans. See Section 3.2, Air
Quality. Please refer to Comment Responses 66-6 through 66-12 regarding air quality.
Comment Response 66-28: The Project is found to be consistent with applicable air quality plans
such as SCAQMD 2016 AQMP. See Impact AQ-3 in Section 3.2, Air Quality for discussion
regarding the Project’s consistency with the AQMP. While the Project would result in significant
impacts along freeway mainline facilities and intersections under Caltrans jurisdiction, the Project
is found to be consistent with transportation management plans such as the Orange County
Congestion Management Plan and the City’s Trip Reduction and TDM Ordinance. This is
discussed in terms of City intersection and roadway operations in Impacts T-2 (City intersections),
T-4, and T-5. These impacts were found to be less than significant or less than significant with
mitigation. Therefore, the Project is found to be consistent with Policy 8.1.2. Table 3.7-1 has been
revised to reflect Project consistency with applicable air quality plans and transportation
management plans City and regional plans and policies.
Comment Response 66-29: Please refer to Comment Response 11-49.
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Comment Response 66-30: Please refer to Comment Response 11-51.
Comment Response 66-31: Please refer to Comment Responses 11-54 and 11-55. The Project
would not directly increase the population of the City as the Project is not proposing the
construction of housing units. Rather, future growth within the City would likely be focused within
the FVCSP area given the limited ability to concentrate housing in other areas of the City.
Cumulative impacts to population and housing are described in Section 3.9.4, Population and
Housing.
Comment Response 66-32: The EIR analyzes cumulative growth impacts related to population
and housing within Section 3.9.4, Population and Housing. The Southpark Specific Plan Sakioka
Site is currently zoned for nonresidential uses and would not directly result in the addition of new
housing or associated population. It is assumed that the majority of jobs generated by this
potential future development would be filled by persons already residing within the region. While
the EIR qualitatively considers growth that would be generated by the Southpark Specific Plan Sakioka Site, it is currently unknown and outside the scope of the EIR to calculate the exact
growth that would be generated by nonresidential development the Southpark Specific Plan
Sakioka Site.
In accordance with CEQA Section 15130, the EIR analyzes cumulative growth in comparison to
General Plan buildout. General Plan buildout is assumed to include growth generated by direct
housing construction of development projects within the City. Sources of employment such as
development of the Sakioka Site are assumed to draw the majority of employees that already
reside in the region, and would only result in minor or incremental growth. As the Project is
consistent with the General Plan growth projections, the EIR found cumulative impacts associated
with population and housing to be less than significant.
Comment Response 66-33: Table 3.9-5, as titled, identifies the 2014-2021 Regional Housing
Needs Assessment (RHNA) and the 2014-2021 Housing Element Quantified Objective for New
Housing Units/Dwelling Units in the City. As such, the table reflect numeric values included in the
Housing Element, with notations to clarify present status of RHNA numerics. Relatedly, the
potential affordable housing project by the Fountain Valley Housing Authority is not included in
Table 3.9-5 because the developer and Housing Authority are still in the very early stages of
negotiations and this conceptual project was not known at the time the Housing Element RHNA
and Quantified Objective values were identified. No application or plan for development or other
activity subject to review and approval by a governmental agency for this housing project has
been submitted to the City. Some clarifying text has been provided in the discussion of this project
in Section 3.9, Population and Housing but any additional discussion would be speculative. The
status of the Harbor Boulevard South Island Specific Plan and affordable housing projects outside
the Project area is outside of the scope of the EIR. Please see Section 3.9, Population and
Housing for text revisions related to affordable housing.
Comment Response 66-34: Rather than the being sole technology responsible for decreasing
rate of traffic collisions or incidents, the Computer Aided Dispatch/Records Management System
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(CAD/RMS) is just one new tool and technology utilized by the FVPD which has assisted
dispatchers in enforcement efforts. The statement provided in discussion of impacts to police
services under Impact PUBS-1 and referenced by the commenter does not describe the
CAD/RMS technology as the tool being utilized to reduce traffic collisions. This discussion has
been revised to provide clarity to the reader that the CAD/RMS technology is one of the new
technologies utilized by FVPD in enforcement actions, several of these technologies which have
proven to decrease the rate of traffic collisions and improve response to or reporting of
enforcement efforts and crisis conditions.
The statement on page 3.10-16 of Section 3.10, Public Services, of the Partial Recirculated Draft
EIR refers to the discussion of demand on City police resources within Impact PUBS-1 page 3.1012, and is not in reference to the developer fees. Please refer to Comment Response 11-59
regarding future changes to police protection demand. As stated in Impact PUBS-1, FVPD does
not anticipate the need for additional law enforcement and police protection resources based on
review of full built out conditions under the FVCSP. Should future development result in conditions
other than those anticipated under the FVCSP which would require additional police protection
resources, the City Council would address police and fire departmental budget, staffing, and
equipment needs as part of the annual budgetary process. This review allows for FVFD and FVPD
to determine any increases in police and fire protection resources and equipment if needed. The
police and fire services are funded through general fund revenues generated by property, sales,
and transient occupancy taxes, all of which are expected to increase in proportion to new
development within the City. Such increases in revenues could be used to hire additional officers
and purchase equipment to maintain or improve service levels over time to meet changing
demands, if determined appropriate by the City Council.
Comment Response 66-35: All development under the FVCSP would be subject to Mitigation
Measure T-1. With regard to the After-Hours Permit, all work within the right of way would be
subject to an encroachment permit from the City Public Works Department. Construction outside
the hours of 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM Monday through Friday, 9:00 AM to 8:00 PM Saturday, or
anytime on Sunday or any legal holiday must comply with the City’s noise ordinance standards
contained within Section 6.28.050 of the Fountain Valley Municipal Code. Encroachment permits
issued for afterhours work would be approved on a case-by-case basis and be subject to
additional fee requirements. All necessary permits required of individual development project
would be obtained before starting work under the FVCSP.
Comment Response 66-36: The Project includes the adoption of the Specific Plan and rezone
but does not propose or include permitting or construction of specific development projects.
Amendments to the Implementation of the Funding/Financing Strategy would occur prior to the
adoption of the FVCSP/approval of any site specific development permit resulting in a net
increase of vehicular trips in the Project area. The fee schedule would be included prior to
approval of development permits and future development would be subject to the fee schedule,
which would be regularly updated. The City would require future developers to construct
transportation improvements and/or be subject to a reimbursement agreement, and/or a fair share
contribution to reduce impacts of the development to the transportation system. However, given
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that specific about individual development projects are not proposed at this time (i.e. square
footage and proposed uses), it is not feasible to determine a specific development project’s
individual contribution. While the EIR made reasonable assumptions about the buildout of the
project site, a site specific fee justification study would need to be based upon the actual type of
development proposed by a specific development application. Additional information on
implementation of MM T-2 will be provided in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP), which is adopted at the time of project approval. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15097.)
Comment Response 66-37: The fee study under MM T-2a and Intersection Improvements
Impact Fee as described in MM T-2b would primarily apply to impacted City intersections and
may be used to assist in the funding for improvements to intersections shared between the City
and Caltrans. However, as discussed under Impact T-2 of Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic, the improvements proposed under the I-405 Improvement Project would
improve the operational conditions of Caltrans intersections to less than significant once
implemented. As discussed in revisions to Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic,
the improvements identified under the I-405 Improvement Project are fully funded through the
Federal Transportation Improvement Program in the RTP/SCS which has identified sources of
funding for these physical improvements via existing federal, state, and local measures and
programs, as is outlined in Chapter 6, Paying for the Plan, of the Final 2016-2040 RTP/SCS.
Additional funding for these improvements by the City would not be required to ensure appropriate
funding is available for improvements necessary to address Project-related impacts to
Intersections #15 and #19.
Comment Response 66-38: The TIA within Appendix E assumes a conservative increase in 1113 percent growth in traffic conditions between the base year and the future year. While the
commenter suggests an annual growth rate of 1 percent, the TIA bases this rate of growth by
compounding projected yearly growth percentages determined from the CMTM over a 20-year
period.
Daily trips generated by the Project are summarized in Table 4-3 of the TIA within Appendix E.
The Project is estimated to generate up to 7,890 daily trips at plan buildout. The analysis of the
average daily trips for the Southpark Specific Plan Sakioka Site and the Master Plan for the
Former Los Angeles Times Site is outside the scope of the EIR and not relevant to analyzing the
Project’s cumulative traffic impact. Rather, assumptions for peak hour trips generated by these
projects is a more appropriate metric to determine cumulative intersection and roadway impacts.
Comment Response 66-39: Future water supply for the City is described in detail in Section
3.12.1 of Section 3.12, Utilities, and Table 3.12-3. Drought conditions are also described in this
section. Regarding water demand, future water demand is described in detail in Section 3.12.1.
The City projects water demand would remain relatively constant over the next 25 years due to
minimal growth combined with water use efficiency measures. Impacts to water demand are
described in detail under Impact UT-5 and was found to be less than significant. Under the City’s
agreement with the MWD, the City is able to secure water on an annual basis to meet the City’s
projected water demand. Additional water supply can be purchased if needed to meet projected
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demand and development projects would be required to obtain a Will Serve letter from the Water
District during the permitting process prior to approval. Therefore, the EIR’s conclusions are
accurate and based on substantial evidence.
Comment Response 66-40: Cumulative impacts to water supply are included in Section 3.12.4.1
of Section 3.12, Utilities. At this point, the extent of water demand from buildout of the Southpark
Specific Plan Sakioka Site is not known as no applications for development projects have been
submitted; however, it is assumed the vacant Sakioka site would be developed with commercial
and industrial uses. Requirements for the acquisition of Will Serve letters for development within
the Southpark Specific Plan - Sakioka Site would ensure available supply exists to service
proposed the Project and proposed cumulative development projects. Project-level quantification
of water demand of buildout Southpark Specific Plan is not within the scope of this EIR and is not
necessary to analyze the Project’s cumulative contribution to water supply impacts.
Comment Response 66-41: Rather than proposing the physical development of the site, the
Project involves the establishment of a specific plan for the defined Project area, which
established additional land use and development policies and goals to assist with the
implementation of the City General Plan policies and objectives. Therefore, given the Project does
not proposed the physical development of the site, it is unknown what the exact extent of impacts
to existing utility infrastructure may be as a result of future development occurring within the
Project area. As stated in the discussion of Project impacts in Section 3.12, Utilities, information
regarding the improvement of construction of utility infrastructure would be determined prior to
approval of proposed projects within the FVCSP. Given these improvements would not be
determined until a future date, MM UT-3 is required. This future fee study would identify specific
facilities and pipelines requiring upgrades to meet the demand of the proposed land uses and
intensities. Construction of utility infrastructure improvements and upgrades would be dependent
on specific development proposals, and will be constructed by individual developers as well as
the City, or pursuant to a reimbursement agreement. Typically, when a development project is
determined to result in inadequate utility service, capital improvements would be identified and
implemented prior to completion or operation of the project to ensure adequate service is
maintained. Please refer to Impact UT-3, Section 3.12, Utilities.
Comment Response 66-42: The statement the commenter cites is in reference to proposed
infrastructure improvements and upgrades only, and not the Project as a whole. Thus, even
though the Project would allow for additional housing units, the EIR correctly states that
infrastructure improvements alone would not induce substantial population growth. New housing
under the Project is also addressed under growth inducing impacts in Section 4.0, Other CEQA
Considerations and discloses the Project’s potential to result in residential population growth.
Population growth is also addressed in Section 3.9, Population and Housing.
Comment Response 66-43: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Comment Response
66-13, the analysis of GHG emissions for the Project has been revised to reflect the appropriate
CO2e emissions estimates for the Project. Similarly, the analyses of GHG emissions for each of
the Project alternatives have been revised accordingly. However, impact determinations for the
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Project and each of its alternatives remain the same, as net annual GHG emissions would be
below adopted thresholds of significance.
Regarding the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative, this alternative was
considered as a planning alternative and is considered within the range of reasonably feasibly
alternatives. However, after conducting environmental analysis of this alternative it was found that
this alternative would not reduce any significant impacts. Therefore, this alternative was not
selected as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Nothing in CEQA prohibits analysis of an
alternative that does not ultimately reduce the significant impacts of a proposed project. Please
also see Comment Response 11-70.
Comment Response 66-44: This EIR includes a range of reasonably foreseeable alternatives.
While the Project is designed to meet the Project Objectives, some alternatives may not be able
to achieve all of the objectives, but were included for analysis to consider their impact on the
environment in comparison to the Project. Reasoning for selection of the Project as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative is provided in Section 5.4.4, Alternatives Analysis. Nothing
in CEQA prohibits identification of the Project as the environmentally superior alternative. The
ultimate feasibility of the alternatives analyzed will be determined by the City at the time it
considers approval of the Project. Please also see Comment Responses 66-43 and 11-70.
Comment Response 66-45: The commenter’s objection to the project will be forwarded to City
decision-makers. The Revised Final EIR meets all requirements pursuant to the CEQA Statute
and Guidelines and does not require further circulation as none of the revisions to the Final EIR
amount to “significant new information” as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(a).
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COMMENT LETTER 67 – MR. CESAR COVARRUBIAS, THE KENNEDY COMMISSION (1)
(JUNE 20, 2017)
Comment Response 67-1: Thank you for your comment. To address concerns relating to the
development of affordable housing projects within the City, Section 3.9, Population and Housing,
has been revised as part of the Draft Recirculated EIR to include additional information on the
efforts to secure affordable housing within the City. This revised discussion is provided in Section
3.9.1.2, Housing, and includes discussion of adoption and certification of the City’s 2014-2021
Housing Element in 2014 and a summary of the affordable housing development projects that
have been recently proposed. Further, as discussed in Section 3.9, Population and Housing,
although currently short of the RHNA recommendation, the City’s 2014 Housing Element provides
76.5 percent of its residential buildout capacity to affordable housing units, which exceeds the
Regional Housing Needs Assessment recommendation of 57.8 percent. As stated there, since
the City Council’s adoption, and California Department of Housing and Community Development’s
(HCD’s) certification of the City’s 2014-2021 Housing Element in 2014, a 128-unit affordable
housing project on a 3.96-acre site owned by the Fountain Valley Housing Authority that was
listed in the “Projects in the Pipeline” calculation was cancelled due to a private land use restriction
that requires the land be used only for senior assisted living, not affordable housing.
As background, the former (now dissolved) redevelopment agency (RDA) acquired the site “asis” at a foreclosure sale in 2009 for affordable housing. Between 2010 to 2014, the RDA, then its
housing successor, the Housing Authority, entered into a series of negotiated contracts and
worked diligently and in good faith with an experienced non-profit developer to develop a 128-unit
affordable housing project on the 3.96-acre site. During that period, the parties learned that the
adjacent landowner held and controlled that land use restriction. Even though the Housing
Authority and the affordable housing developer negotiated for many months to reach agreement
with the adjacent landowner to remove the covenant, in the end, the cost demanded by the
landowner was prohibitively high. The site became infeasible for an affordable housing
development, so negotiations with the non-profit developer ended on December 31, 2014.
Starting in early 2015, the Housing Authority undertook a series of actions to sell the site, with
proceeds to be used to develop affordable housing on a different site in the City. In compliance
with the Housing Authorities Law, the Housing Authority appraised the site, issued a Request for
Proposals soliciting offers from interested buyers at a purchase price at or above appraised value,
selected a prospective buyer, held a duly noticed public hearing about the potential sale of the
site, entered into a purchase/sale agreement with the buyer, entered into escrow, and closed
escrow on the sale of the site in April 2017. The net proceeds of the sale were deposited into the
low to moderate income housing asset fund (LMIHAF) in compliance with the California Health
and Safety Code Section 34176.1. Proactively, the Housing Authority and City staff began working
with numerous affordable housing developers about potential development of affordable housing
on other sites in the City. As a result, in less than four months of continued and diligent efforts
toward City provision of affordable housing and attaining its RHNA needs, another site in the City
and an experienced affordable housing developer have been identified. The Housing Authority
and developer are in the early stages of due diligence and negotiations regarding development
of this project. As part of this effort, the City Council considered and approved an amendment of
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the current zoning (Harbor Boulevard South Island Specific Plan Amendment) on November 7,
2017 that allows and incentivizes the construction of up to 194 units of affordable housing on the
identified site and adjacent parcels. This is an increase of 66 affordable housing units that are
provided above the previously identified project on the 3.96-acre parcel. In addition to the Harbor
Boulevard South Island Specific Plan Amendment, the City Council also approved on December
19, 2017, the rezoning of two agricultural properties that are identified in the City’s Housing
Element to meet the City’s RHNA goal. These properties are now zoned R-1 single-family
residential and provide for an additional 114 moderate income units. Today, the City surpasses
its RHNA goals as a result of these efforts. Lastly, the City Council has approved an update to
the City’s Certified Housing Element on November 21, 2017. The updated document has been
approved by HCD and the City’s Housing Element is in good standing.
In addition, a major focus of the Project is to help meet unsatisfied demands for housing in areas
that are proximate to shopping, dining, entertainment, and employment opportunities. The
development of housing and redevelopment of the Fountain Valley Crossings area under the
Project would achieve this goal while also, as discussed in Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic, would help to minimize per
service population VMT and associated GHG emissions.
Comment Response 67-2: For comments regarding the consideration, provision, and plans for
development of affordable housing within the City, please refer to Comment Response 67-1. No
further response is required as this comment does not raise significant environmental issues
relevant to the EIR or compliance with CEQA. Additional comments regarding the need for
affordable housing will be forwarded to City decision makers for consideration during review of
the Project.
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COMMENT LETTER 68 – MR. CESAR COVARRUBIAS, THE KENNEY COMMISSION (2)
(NOVEMBER 20, 2017)
Comment Response 68-1: Thank you for your comments. With regard to the consideration of
affordable housing development, including provision of affordable housing policies and program,
within the City and under the Project, please refer to Comment Response 67-1.
Comment Response 68-2: As discussed in Section 3.9, Population and Housing, construction
of new housing directly increases resident population, which often generates new economic
development that can in-turn stimulate population growth through new job creation. Population
and employment growth in and of itself does not necessarily create environmental impacts of
concern under CEQA; however, the impacts to the physical environment that would result from
future projects that are proposed to meet the new demand for housing as a result of population
and employment growth – such as those on public services, utility infrastructure, traffic congestion
and resulting air quality – are subject to environmental analysis pursuant to CEQA. While the
analysis in the EIR recognizes the proposed Project would place additional demand for affordable
housing in the City as a result of population and employment growth, actual increase in population
and demand for housing which would result from the Project are identified as being less than
significant, as the City currently provides for affordable housing which exceeds RHNA
recommendations, and increases in population would not exceed regional forecasts. Further,
while specific housing development plans have not yet been proposed, future affordable or
workforce housing opportunities may be identified for the FVCSP which can provide housing for
families and individuals of all economic sectors and accommodate a variety of residents. (See
Impact POP-1 in Section 3.9 of the EIR.)
The City is committed to providing for affordable housing development for all economic segments
of the community and shall continue to work with interested agencies and organizations in
identifying opportunities for affordable housing development and meeting regional needs for
affordable housing development. Comments recommending the prioritization and streamlining of
proposed development that provides for affordable or lower income housing are best addressed
towards City planning staff and decision makers. Please also refer to Comment Response 67-1.
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From:

Teresa Gulian <teresaohio@gmail.com>

Sent:

Thursday, October 12, 2017 8:49 PM

To:

Matt Mogensen; Rick Miller

Cc:

kimconstantine@socal.rr.com; teresaohio@gmail.com

Subject:

Environmental Impact (EIR)

Dear Matt and Rick,

69-1
I moved here to Fountain Valley to get away from high density housing, lots of traffic in the city of San Francisco.

I had to move because I have asthma and had no choice. I could no longer live in a city due to dense traffic, noise,
and pollution.

69-2
But now, I understand that Fountain Valley wants to build build build and have more noise, greenhouse gas
emissions, etc. all for what? For high density housing, a mall, etc. I do not want to move again because I moved
here for quiet, peace, less noise than a city, okay air quality, and because FV does not have high density housing
like in Huntington beach and San Francisco! I am aware that the noise level will go up during construction.
Looking on page 391 of the report I see re: Noise

69-3
Similar or Incrementally More with the option of Intensified Office and Residential Buildout

I would argue more noise, and not similar.

69-4
Re: Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Intensified Office and Residential Buildout - Incrementally Greater.
I have a question, HOW IS THIS OKAY for the RESIDENTS of Fountain Valley?

69-5
Who would want to move to a place where the noise is incrementally more? Not me, not my neighbors, not
anyone.

69-5 Cont.
Please think of the people who want less noise, and good air quality. PLEASE Say no to the Crossings. Let’s keep
Fountain Valley quite, and not add MORE traffic to an already trafficy town please please please I do not have
the money to move away for at least another couple years and I do not want to be punished for having asthma
and 30% lung capacity as a twin. I moved here so I could breath, and not suffer from noise pollution. This would
have a direct, big impact in my life so thank you for your attention, and thank you for considering not to build
intensified offices and residential housing here in Fountain Valley, thank you.

I wish my realtor told me back in 2016 FV is even considering creating the 20th mall and lots of construction
nearby.

I vote for NO PROJECT so that we will not have more noise, more green house gas emissions, less hazardous
materials, etc.

Questions? Just let me know.

Thank you,
Teresa
current very happy FV resident - and I hope to be able to stay in FV!!
17 year asthma sufferer
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COMMENT LETTER 69 – TERESA GULIAN (OCTOBER 12, 2017)
Comment Response 69-1: Thank you for your comment. This comment has been forwarded to
City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 69-2: The EIR properly analyzes and discloses the proposed Project’s
impacts on noise and greenhouse gases as required by CEQA.
Comment Response 69-3: The comment addresses the “Intensified Office and Residential
Buildout Alternative” analyzed in Section 5.0, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR. This alternative is
not an “option” for additional development as suggested in the comment but is, instead, one of
three alternatives to the proposed Project analyzed in the EIR as required by CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6. As discussed in Section 5.0, Alternatives Analysis, the Intensified Office and
Residential Buildout Alternative would result in greater development compared to the Project, and
therefore noise from operational sources, such as motor vehicle trips, large ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) systems and commercial delivery operations would be increased. However,
operational noise under this alternative would be within the existing range of ambient noise (e.g.,
I-405, City thoroughfare roads) levels within the Project area, and overall, noise and vibration
impacts under the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would be slightly greater
compared to the Project.
The discussion provided in Section 5.0, Alternatives Analysis, comparatively assesses the
impacts of the alternative to the impacts of the Project based on adopted thresholds of
significance. While it is likely that the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would
result in more sources of noise or greater noise levels, when compared to adopted thresholds of
significance, impacts to noise would remain less than significant.
Comment Response 69-4: Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 5.4.3 of the
EIR, the Intensified Office and Residential Buildout Alternative would result in greater greenhouse
gas emissions than the proposed Project. The portion of this comment that discusses the overall
merits of the Project and its alternatives does not require further response under CEQA but has
been forwarded to City decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 69-5: Thank you for your comment. This comment has been forwarded to
City decision makers for review and consideration.
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From:

Judy Sullivan <jsulli52@gmail.com>

Sent:

Saturday, October 28, 2017 11:10 AM

To:

Matt Mogensen

Subject:

Crossings specific Plan

Dear Matt, I tried to attend a meeting that I thought was held on Thursday, Nov. 19 but no one was there. I
wanted to be sure that you received this input concerning the proposed crossings.

70-1

What a proposal such as this will do to our environment is bitterly obvious. I should not have to defend my right
to live in my home without utter chaos, filth, destruction, traffic, noise, population explosion..(Too many people
in too small of an area). Work??? where will these people work???? How many stupid little taco joints do we
need? How many retail stores selling things that are fit for 3rd world countries do we need? Barking dogs, traffic,
millions of languages..other than english that we will all have to cowtow to. Ending the dream of owning private
land, private businesses, private homes...???? Why should I have to defend my own home in my own
territory??? Pay to play, Vegas style tactics... have now come to little Fountain Valley suburbia.

I believe the environmental impact study is full of crap. Of course the traffic will be horrendous, there will be no
parking, homeless will invade our homes and neighborhoods, theft will increase, noise pollution, dirt, technology
pollution, street lights everywhere... etc etc. Energy costs will skyrocket. , infrastructure is not suited for this scale
of development and unless you can keep all of the commuter traffic out... this will be an utter nightmare.

Oh...and your answer is ride your bikes!!! Or walk... laughable. Why don't You ride your bike. Have your
children ride their bikes. Have your wife jump on her bike and ride 20 miles to work on streets where traffic is
going 50 MPH. You want us to bring out our rickshaws too?

No one shops at SOHO. Businesses open and go out of business daily. We do not want stacknpacks here in
Fountain Valley. It is too congested. Our city streets are used as lanes of the freeway now.

Please scale this development back now. We should all be able to have private ownership ...

Judy Sullivan
Placer River, Fountain Valley
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Comment Letter 70 – JUDY SULLIVAN (OCTOBER 28, 2017)
Comment Response 70-1: Thank you for your comment. Regarding the commenter’s attempt to
attend a meeting related to the Project on “Thursday, Nov. 19”, November 19, 2017 was a Sunday
and no public meeting for the proposed Project was scheduled by the City. CEQA does not require
a response to the balance of this comment as it does not specifically address an issue within the
EIR or relevant to analysis of environmental impacts under CEQA, but rather discusses the overall
merits of the Project or its alternatives. This comment has been forwarded to City decision makers
for review and consideration.
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From:

Dave Rodecker <dave@wisp.net>

Sent:

Monday, November 20, 2017 4:12 PM

To:

Matt Mogensen

Subject:

WISP Recommendation for Modification to the Fountain Valley Crossing Specific
Plan

Attachments:

WISP Recommendation for Modification to the Fountain Valley Crossing Specific
Plan.pdf

Hi Matt,
Thank you for supporting this process to allow for feedback to the EIP. As it turns out, we have specific
recommendations that I think will improve the plan (as well as the city)!
I just left you a voicemail and wanted to make sure this format was acceptable to you. Please see attached.

Regards,

Dave Rodecker

Managing Partner
714.640.3939

Wisp.net (714)640-3939

10175 ⅛ Slater Ave, Fountain Valley, CA 92708

Recommendation for Modification to the
Fountain Valley Crossing Specific Plan
Response to the partial recirculated draft environmental impact report (“EIR”)
Project # GPA 15-01
November 20, 2017
Please see the below recommendations to the specific plan EIR:
I. Fiber Amendment :: Section 3.12 :: 3.12.1.4 Communication Services
Visual Environmental Impact - As can be seen throughout the City, there is excessive
usage of utility poles. Internet service providers, in particular, are expected to expand
their service capabilities to address an increasing demand for broadband services. This
expansion involves building additional infrastructure on top of the existing utility poles
and thereby will further pollute our skyline.

71-1

In Section 3.12 :: 3.12.1.4 Communication Services, the paragraph ends with a single
sentence about Fiber however provides no explanation about its potential usage.
“Fiber optic lines used to transmit data through the Project area are located along
Talbert Avenue and portions of Euclid Street (City of Fountain Valley 2014).”

71-1
Cont.

71-2

We assert that the city should encourage the use of its existing Fiber optic network. In
doing so, it would allow for services to provide gigabit broadband speeds to residents
and businesses. Presently the area has poor options for internet including DSL which
provides 3 megabits, which isn’t adequate for most internet applications. Access to
high-speed broadband is a staple of success for communities and can significantly
affect property value. By using the existing Fiber optic network, it would reduce or
eliminate the need to expand utility poles from being used.
Specific recommendation:
It is recommended that the city allow internet service providers to access the city's fiber
optic lines. This can be accomplished by allowing for the fiber lines to be leased to
internet vendors that operate in the city. The city can allow for this usage through a
special permit or a business license can be provided to allow leasing of segments of
fiber, for example at $500/mile per year. Several cities have demonstrated this
public-private partnership including:
● City of Santa Clarita, CA (report: Santa Clarita Leases Dark Fiber For Better
Connectivity And Revenue, MuniNetworks.org)
● City of San Francisco (report: San Francisco Has Approved a Plan For City-Wide
Fiber Internet, futurism.com)
● City of Massena, NY (report: Massena Gets Super Fast Fiber Optic Network,
wwnytv.com)
● Lexington, KY (report: Mayor Gray Announces New Fiber-Optic Network Coming
To Lexington, lex18.com)
● City of Westminster, MD (westminstermd.gov)
II . Update Table :: Section 3.12 :: Table 3.12-1
Update Internet Utility Service Providers to include WISP.

71-3

WISP is a dba of Relevant Ads, a service that provides high-speed internet to
businesses and residences in the city of Fountain Valley and can be contacted at
hello@wisp.net, on it’s website at www.wisp.net or called at (714) 640-3900.

III . Update Table :: Section 3.12 :: Table 3.12-1
Update Phone Service Utility Service Providers to include WISP.
71-4

71-5

WISP is a dba of Relevant Ads, a service that provides high-speed internet to
businesses and residences in the city of Fountain Valley and can be contacted at
hello@wisp.net, on it’s website at www.wisp.net or called at (714) 640-3900.
IV . Update Paragraph :: Section 3.12 :: 3.12.1.4
The following statement in Communication Services:

“Telephone services are provided to residents by AT&T Phone Company, Frontier
Communications, and Time Warner Cable (City of Fountain Valley 2016a).”
71-5
Cont.

This statement should be updated to include WISP.
WISP is a dba of Relevant Ads, a business that provides high-speed internet and voice
to businesses and residences in the city of Fountain Valley and can be contacted at
hello@wisp.net, on it’s website at www.wisp.net or called at (714) 640-3900.
V . Update Paragraph :: Section 3.12 :: 3.12.1.4
The following statement in Communication Services:
“Broadband internet and cable television services are provided by Frontier
Communications and Time Warner Cable (City of Fountain Valley 2016a).”

71-6

This statement should be updated to include WISP.
WISP is a dba of Relevant Ads, a business that provides high-speed internet and voice
to businesses and residences in the city of Fountain Valley and can be contacted at
hello@wisp.net, on it’s website at www.wisp.net or called at (714) 640-3900.
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COMMENT LETTER 71 – DAVE RODECKER, WISP (NOVEMBER 20, 2017)
Comment Response 71-1: Thank you for your comments. This comment regarding suggestions
for considering the use of existing fiber optic infrastructure when planning for future development
does not address the EIR or analysis under CEQA, and has been forwarded to City staff and
decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 71-2: This comment does not pertain that analysis provided in this EIR and
does not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA. These recommendations have
been forwarded to City staff and decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 71-3: Thank you for your comment. Table 3.12-1 in Section 3.12, Utilities,
has been updated accordingly.
Comment Response 71-4: Thank you for your comment. Table 3.12-1 in Section 3.12, Utilities,
has been updated accordingly.
Comment Response 71-5: Thank you for your comment. Appropriate sections of the text
provided in Section 3.12.1.4 of Section 3.12, Utilities, have been revised.
Comment Response 71-6: Thank you for your comment. Appropriate sections of the text
provided in Section 3.12.1.4 of Section 3.12, Utilities, have been revised.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kim Constantine <KimConstantine@socal.rr.com>
Monday, November 20, 2017 4:34 PM
Matt Mogensen; Rick Miller
Comments on the Partial Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan due 11‐20‐2017 by 5 pm

Fountain Valley City Hall and your paid Consultants:

72-1

I strongly object to the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan. After a few revisions, it
continues to remain “defective” and “highly flawed”. If Fountain Valley Crossings won’t
disappear completely from the City of Fountain Valley’s project list, I really believe the
City should shelve it for now, and look at it again once the 405 Freeway expansion is
complete ‐‐‐ yes, the huge, citywide street, bridge, and freeway work that will start in
just a few short months and potentially last 6+ years.

The questions asked of me over and over… “WHAT IS THE RUSH TO GET FV CROSSINGS
APPROVED”? and “WHY CAN’T THEY WAIT UNTIL AFTER ALL THE 405 EXPANSION
WORK IS DONE”? Those are for Fountain Valley City Hall to answer.

∙

72-2

Section 3.9, Population and Housing

I know City Hall considers FV Crossings to be just a “simple rezoning” on paper since the
City is not building anything. If FV Crossings passes, commercial property owners eject
their leased businesses, existing buildings come down, and high density housing units are
built, what happens when there’s an abundance of still vacant units… as we see … still…
today in cities such as Huntington Beach? After all, the new housing units will be
tremendously expensive; thereby deemed unaffordable by many.

∙

Section 3.10, Public Services

72-3

From a fellow resident, “How will there be enough public services for everyone to live
safely”. There is no way that, with increased housing and retail businesses, that there
would be enough fire / police protection. How do you justify there will not be a need for
more police services? How do you justify there will not be a need for more fire services?

∙

Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic

FV City Hall, your “no” answer to your own question on your FV Crossings Facebook page
is truly delusional and furthermore irresponsible. This is the question:

Will the roadways around the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan area be impacted
by additional traffic if the limited amount of new land uses such as retail and residential
are eventually added to the area?

As you know, the 405 Freeway expansion will start in just a few months. I am including
some of the project particulars, for documentation purposes. Additionally, you never
know who is just seeing this for the first time:
72-4

This 405 Freeway Expansion project will start in just a few months and is scheduled to be
completed in 2022; however, it could be years after that. We just don’t know.
Our surrounding streets will be much more heavily traveled for 6+ long years while this
work is being done! We will also have quite alot of lane closures and detours on the 405
Freeway at Euclid/Ellis.
All our bridges in Fountain Valley will come down and be rebuilt? The good thing is that
it's not all at the same time. Euclid/Ellis, Slater and Talbert will be first.
We will have lots of freeway and road detours, a tremendous amount of freeway /
roadwork noise, tons of dust, dirt, debris and the constant of a lot of extra traffic in our
“nice place to live” city.
The Ward and Magnolia Street bridges will have 4 lanes and 2 bicycle lanes? I know all
this freeway, bridge and road work is totally separate from the FV Crossings Project;
however, our residents, businesses, and visitors to our city will be negatively impacted –
and for many years.
There will be a toll lane on the 405 Freeway at Warner.

72-4
Cont.

The Fountain Valley Crossings area is already greatly parking challenged. I know… and I
know it well. How will you mitigate the parking challenge?

∙

72-5

How can you prove to us, in writing… we the residents and businesses ….that our air
quality will be safe with these projects running concurrently / factors: the dust, dirt, and
debris from the construction of hundreds of new housing units on Harbor Blvd., the dust,
dirt, and debris from the 405 Freeway expansion (in which most of the city will be
affected, not just the area at Euclid and Ellis), the dust, dirt and debris from buildings
going down and dust, dirt, and debris of the new construction happening as part of FV
Crossings, and the dust, dirt and debris involving the air quality conditions of the
everyday freeway and roads. Prove to us, please, our air will be safe.

∙

72-6

Section 3.2, Air Quality

Section 3.12, Utilities

It is not a secret our underground water pipes are at least 60‐years old, which is
substantially old. What are the City’s plans for pipe replacement? Does the City of
Fountain Valley have plans for these pipes to be replaced at FV Crossings approval time?
If not, when? When will these aged pipes be replaced?
The pipe replacement cost will be ENORMOUS and the City of Fountain Valley does not
have the money! Now, we know the Measure HH sales tax increase (the 20‐year sales
tax increase) is not sufficient for what I believe the intended purpose should be: paying
off unfunded staff pensions, though the City has it earmarked for other purposes.

72-7

It was never marketed honestly for unfunded staff pensions. Instead, the residents were
told if Measure HH did not pass, we would not have Police, we would not have Fire, and
the Senior Center would close. With this being said, what is the City of Fountain Valley’s
plan for raising the tremendous amount of money needed to replace these pipes that
will surely be stressed beyond with the hundreds and hundreds of new housing units,

high‐rise office buildings, retail units, and more?
74-7
Cont.

72-8

I have heard a city in Orange County was billing the residents… one resident I know was
billed $20,000! Will the residents be billed? If yes, how much? Will businesses be
billed? If yes, how much?

What about our water supply to support these hundreds and hundreds of new housing
units, high‐rise office buildings, few retail spaces (in the event the entire area becomes
entirely all high density housing of up to 6 stories)? In that case, I am specifically
referring to thousands of new housing units. How do you support your claims?

∙

72-9

72-10

Section 3.8, Noise

How will you mitigate “noise” with these projects running concurrently / factors: the
hundreds of new housing unit construction on Harbor Blvd., the dust, dirt, and debris
from the 405 Freeway expansion (in which most of the city will be affected, not just the
area at Euclid and Ellis), the dust, dirt and debris from buildings going down and dust,
dirt, and debris of the new construction happening as part of FV Crossings, and the dust,
dirt and debris involving the air quality conditions of the everyday freeway and roads.
Prove to us in writing, please, our air will be as safe as is today without these projects /
factors.

Again, I strongly object to the Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan. After a few
revisions, it continues to remain “defective” and “highly flawed”. If Fountain Valley
Crossings won’t disappear completely from the City of Fountain Valley’s project list, I
really believe the City should shelve it for now, and look at it again once the 405 Freeway
expansion is complete ‐‐‐ yes, the huge, citywide street, bridge, and freeway work that
will start in just a few short months and potentially last 6+ years.

I long for community morale to be what it was about 4 years ago – not the contentious,
non‐welcoming environment we have today – caused by City Hall and a handful of bullies

well‐versed in repeating rhetoric. Those of us “in the know” can see through this
nonsense ‐‐ and the numbers are growing. ὠ

Thank you for your consideration,

Kim Constantine
www.FVConnect.com

8.0 Response to Comments

COMMENT LETTER 72 – KIM CONSTANTINE (2) (NOVEMBER 20, 2017)
Comment Response 72-1: Thank you for your comment. The comment does not address the
EIR or analysis under CEQA but rather discusses the overall merits of the Project and has been
forwarded to City staff and decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response 72-2: Thank you for your comment. This comment has been forwarded to
City decision makers for review and consideration. The Project’s impacts on population and
housing are addressed and analyzed in compliance with CEQA in Section 3.9, Population and
Housing, of the EIR.
Comment Response 72-3: The Project’s impacts on public services are addressed and analyzed
in compliance with CEQA in Section 3.10, Public Services, of the EIR. Analysis of impacts to
public services is based on buildout of the FVCSP, which is representative of a worse-case
scenario. As stated in Impact PUBS-1, the FVPD does not anticipate the need for additional law
enforcement and police protection resources based on review of full built out conditions under the
FVCSP. The City does not currently have standards for developer fees for the purpose of ensuring
adequate police protection. Instead, should future development result in conditions other than
those anticipated under the FVCSP which would require additional police protection resources,
these projects will be subject to review and approval by the City Planning and Building Department
staff who could recommend additional security measures or review by FVPD staff to determine
the need for police protection resources. The City Council would address police and fire
departmental budget, staffing, and equipment needs as part of the annual budgetary process.
This review allows for FVFD and FVPD to determine any increases in police and fire protection
resources and equipment if needed. The police and fire services are funded through general fund
revenues generated by property, sales, and transient occupancy taxes, all of which are expected
to increase in proportion to new development within the City. Such increases in revenues could
be used to hire additional officers and purchase equipment to maintain or improve service levels
over time to meet changing demands, if determined appropriate by the City Council.
Comment Response 72-4: The EIR fully discusses and analyzes the impacts of the Project on
the road network within and surrounding the Project area in Section 3.11, Transportation,
Circulation, and Traffic in compliance with CEQA. This includes an analysis of cumulative
transportation impacts of the Project and other cumulatively proposed development such as the
I-405 Improvement Project. In addition, the revised analysis provided in Section 3.11 includes
discussion of impacts to parking under the Project. As analyzed under Impact T-1 and T-6, Project
and cumulative impacts to parking would be mitigated to a less than significant level with
implementation of MM T-1.
Comment Response 72-5: To assure the protection of human health from adverse effects to air
quality and increases in air pollutant emissions, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and
CARB have adopted ambient air quality standards for criteria pollutants which are determined to
be harmful to human health in elevated concentrations. In addition, to determine a project’s effect
on air quality, SCAQMD has adopted quantifiable thresholds of significance and detailed
methodologies for analysis based on attainment with ambient air quality standards and thresholds
Fountain Valley Crossings Specific Plan
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for maintaining healthful air. The analysis provided in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.4,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, assesses the Project’s impacts on local and regional air quality in
conformance with these adopted standards, thresholds and methodologies. Given that Project
emissions either would not exceed adopted thresholds or could be mitigated to below such
thresholds, implementation of the Project would not result in significant adverse impacts to air
quality or human health from pollutant emissions. Further, as discussed in Comment Response
66-10, SCAQMD does not recommend quantified analyses of cumulative construction for air
quality emissions, nor do they provide a methodology to quantify cumulative emissions.
Quantification of cumulative construction air quality emissions would not be reasonably feasible,
especially as the construction timing and sequence of cumulative projects, as well as potential
development projects within the site, is currently unknown. The analysis of cumulative
construction emissions instead considers whether the quantity of Project-generated construction
emissions would result in a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants
for which the Basin is in nonattainment. In accordance with the SCAQMD recommendations and
CEQA, Project emissions below the mass daily thresholds are not considered to have
cumulatively considerable effect.
Comment Response 72-6: The City regularly identifies projects for improvement and/or
replacement of aging utility infrastructure as part of the City’s infrastructure master plans. These
plans chart a course to address both immediate and long-term needs to maintain and upgrade
infrastructure to meet community demands. These plans and projects are funded through existing
capital improvement fees and City tax revenues. To address potential need for replacing sewer
infrastructure specifically within the Project area, either as a result of aging infrastructure or
capacity deficiencies, the revised Section 3.12, Utilities, identified MM UT-3, which would ensure
necessary improvements to water and sewer infrastructure to serve future land use anticipated to
occur under the FVCSP are identified, funded, planned, and implemented. Under this mitigation
program, all new development would be subject to the payment of fair share impact fees
determined by the City. Additional individual costs, fees, or taxes to City residents are not
proposed at this time.
Comment Response 72-7: Regarding the funding of improvement to City infrastructure within
the Project area, please refer to Comment Response 72-6.
Comment Response 72-8: Project impacts to City water supply are discussed in Section 3.13,
Utilities. As discussed therein, implementation of the Project and development of an anticipated
491 new residential units would result in the increased demand for approximately 560.3 AFY (see
Impact UT-5). Based on existing and planned City water supplies, it is estimated that this new
demand could be satisfied by projected future water supplies. Please also refer to Comment
Response 44-46. In contrast to the commenter’s statement, the Project would not result in the
development of “thousands of new housing units” within the Project area. The Project area has
been identified for residential housing development within the Workplace Neighborhood
subdistrict which is limited only to the northeastern portion of the Project area. Further, given this
EIR includes the analysis of 491 future residential units, the consideration of any number of units
above the amount analyzed in this EIR may be subject to requirement for additional subsequent
environmental review, and impacts associated with additional development not considered in this
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EIR would be assessed and disclosed to the public and City decision makers as required under
CEQA.
Comment Response 72-9: As detailed in the analysis provided in Section 3.8, Noise, cumulative
construction and operational noise impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with
the implementation of MM N-1. With regard to cumulative air quality impacts, please refer to
Comment Response 72-5.
Comment Response 72-10: Please refer to Comment Response 72-1.
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8.7

FOUNTAIN VALLEY CROSSINGS SPECIFIC PLAN TRANSPORTATION
IMPACT ANALYSIS ERRATA

In November 2017, OCTA completed the Ellis/Euclid SB On-Ramp Draft Traffic Operations
Analysis study which concluded that a modified interchange design for the Ellis/Euclid southbound
on-ramp intersection (Intersection #19) than what was assumed in the FVCSP EIR would provide
sufficient operations. Within the EIR, improvements to local intersections and I-405 traffic facilities
were based upon the findings and plans adopted by Caltrans and OCTA for the I-405
Improvement Project. This included adoption of I-405 Improvement Project Alternative 3, which
as described in the EIR, included the construction of a southbound flyover on-ramp from
eastbound Ellis Avenue to southbound I-405 and the elimination of the dual left-turn lanes from
eastbound Ellis Avenue to the existing I-405 southbound on-ramp (see Figure 3.0-2). Under the
November 2017 revised design, the intersection would be altered to include a new eastbound leftturn lane to result in three total eastbound left-turn lanes and also converts the westbound rightturn lane into a channelized right-turn land that allows for a free-flow movement. Further, under
this design, the existing OCSD entrance will remain operational and existing configurations will
be maintained.
To account for this revised intersection design which was brought to the City’s attention by OCTA
in a letter on November 20, 2017, the City directed Fehr & Peers to update the TIA to determine
if the revised intersection improvement would change the conclusions of the traffic analysis
provided in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic of this EIR. The revised
transportation analysis is provided in Appendix E of this EIR as an erratum to the revised August
2017 TIA. As further discussed therein, the updated analysis indicates that the revised
interchange improvement design does not result in a change to the ultimate impact determination
for the FVCSP.
Under the new intersection design which is similarly assumed to be completed prior to buildout of
the FVCSP Project in 2035, it is assumed that Caltrans will modify signal timing following the
implementation of the revised improvement per the 2014 California Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices for Streets and Highways (2015 CA MUTCD) and Caltrans Traffic Signal
Operations Manual (prepared by the Division of Traffic Operations, February 24, 2017) to maintain
efficient operations at the ramp intersections. As part of the preparation of the TIA erratum and
review of the proposed modified physical improvements, it is believed that timing modifications
are reasonably foreseeable and could be optimized to a level which could accommodate FVCSP
Project and cumulative traffic conditions.
With the addition of FVCSP project traffic and incorporation of this revised improvement and
assumed optimized signal timing, the intersection is forecast to operate at LOS C in the peak hour
(see Table 8-3), improving operations at the intersection to better than pre-Project (Existing)
conditions. When compared to conditions under the previously proposed Southbound Flyover
Improvement, intersection operations would be negligibly more adverse but would remain
acceptable (LOS C in the peak hour compared to LOS B).
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Table 8-3. I-405 SB Ramps at Ellis Avenue Intersection Modification Comparative Analysis

Scenario

Peak Hour

Southbound Flyover
Improvement

November 2017
Modified Intersection
Improvement

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

AM

28.6

C

28.6

C

PM

52.8

D

52.8

D

AM

34.6

C

34.6

C

PM

114

F

114

F

Existing (2015) With Project
With Proposed Design1

AM

8.9

A

24.6

C

PM

15.7

B

31.2

C

Buildout Year (2035) No
Project Condition

AM

14.2

B

23.7

C

PM

13.3

B

30.3

C

AM

19.2

B

33.4

C

PM

15.5

C

33.6

C

Existing (2015) Condition
Existing (2015) With Project
Condition

Buildout Year (2035) With
Project Condition

Notes: Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
1 An analysis of Existing (2015) With Project With Proposed Design for the Southbound Flyover Improvement was
not performed as part of TIA. Rather, conditions were assessed as a cumulative project, and are therefore accounted
for within the Buildout (2035) conditions.
Source: Fehr and Peers 2017; see Appendix E.

As indicated in the analysis of the modified intersection improvement provided in the TIA erratum
in Appendix E, implementation of the modified Intersection #19 improvement would have the
same residual effects as the previously assumed under the Southbound Flyover Improvement.
However, similar to the discussion of Project impacts to Intersection #19 under the Southbound
Flyover Improvement, prior to completion of these modified improvements, there is the potential
that development occurring under the FVCSP may generate and contribute to the traffic
environment, in which a potentially significant impact would occur. Given that the City has no
control over the timing of these improvements and the potential for significant traffic congestion
be experienced for an extended period prior to implementation of improvements, impacts to this
intersection are conservatively considered to be temporarily significant and unavoidable.
However, the signal timing adjustments and modified improvement designs described above
would improve operational conditions of the intersection to LOS C for both AM and PM peak hours
under existing plus project conditions. Therefore, impact at this intersection would be less than
significant with implementation of mitigation and remains as described in the discussion of
intersection impacts in Section 3.11, Transportation, Circulation, and Traffic.
Since the impact at Intersection #19 under this modified improvement can be reduced to a less
than significant level but is considered to result in a temporarily significant and unavoidable
impact, the conclusions of the traffic analysis provided in the EIR have not changed.
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