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CHAPTER 10 Responses to Comments 

10.1 ORGANIZATION OF THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
In total, five comment letters regarding the Draft EIR were received from two State departments, two 
organizations, and one individual. In addition, verbal comments were received at The Village of Bella 
Terra Project Draft EIR Public Information Meeting that was held on July 30, 2008, including comments 
that were provided on a public comment form. Table 10-1 provides a comprehensive list of commenters 
in the order that they are presented in this section. 
 

Table 10-1 Comment Letters Received During the Draft EIR Comment Period 
No. Commenter/Organization Abbreviation Page Where Response Begins 

STATE DEPARTMENTS 
1 Department of Transportation, Ryan Chamberlain. August 25, 2008 DOT 10-28 
2 Department of Toxic Substances Control, Greg Holmes. August 27, 2008 DTSC 10-29 

ORGANIZATIONS 
3 Huntington Beach Environmental Board, David Guido. August 21, 2008 HBEB 10-34 
4 Huntington Beach Tomorrow, Ed Bush. August 25, 2008 HBT 10-41 

INDIVIDUALS 
Written Letters 

5 Jackle, Karen. August 27, 2008 JACK 10-44 

Verbal Comments 
The Village at Bella Terra Draft EIR Public Meeting, Verbal Comments, July 30, 2008  VERB 10-49 

Public Comment Forms 
Mootchnik, Bobbe, July 30, 2008 MOOT 10-55 

 

This chapter of the Final EIR contains all comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review 
period, as well as the Lead Agency’s responses to these comments. Reasoned, factual responses have 
been provided to all comments received, with a particular emphasis on significant environmental issues. 
Detailed responses have been provided where a comment raises a specific issue; however, a general 
response has been provided where the comment is relatively general. Although some letters may raise 
legal or planning issues, these issues do not always constitute significant environmental issues. Therefore, 
the comment has been noted, but no response has been provided. Generally, the responses to comments 
provide explanation or amplification of information contained in the Draft EIR. 
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10.2 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
This section contains the original comment letters, which have been bracketed to isolate the individual 
comments, followed by a section with the responses to the comments within the letter. As noted above, 
and stated in Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, comments that raise significant 
environmental issues are provided with responses. Comments that are outside of the scope of CEQA 
review will be forwarded for consideration to the decision makers as part of the project approval process. 
In some cases, a response may refer the reader to a previous response, if that previous response 
substantively addressed the same issues. 
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10.3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

10.3.1 State Departments 

 Department of Transportation (DOT), August 25, 2008 

DOT-1 The majority of this comment correctly reiterates some of the details of the 
proposed project. However, it incorrectly states that “The total building area for the 
project would be no more than 818,700 square feet.” As stated on page 3-8 (Project 
Description) of the Draft EIR, either of the potential development combinations of 
the proposed project could “result in a maximum total building area FAR of 1.75 or 
1,208,245 sf of total commercial and residential development, which is an increase in 
overall square footage (by approximately 172,606 sf) compared to what is currently 
allowed on site.” Please refer to responses to specific comments and 
recommendations below. 

DOT-2 The fourth northbound through lane is shown to be an effective improvement, but 
as the comment notes, would have an effect on State facilities (the southbound I-405 
loop off-ramp to northbound Beach Boulevard being an example). The City 
anticipates that discussions will be held with Caltrans on both of the potential 
mitigation measures so that an implementation plan can be agreed upon. 

DOT-3 The comment notes that the addition of project traffic to a projected deficiency on a 
State facility is significant and unavoidable. The EIR makes such a finding. The City 
is willing to meet with Caltrans to discuss impacts to the Collector-Distributor (CD) 
road, recognizing that Caltrans and the City will soon be participating in a major 
OCTA study to evaluate potential improvements along the I-405 Corridor including 
this CD road. 

DOT-4 The alternative project share calculations are as follows: 
 

2030 Project Shares (Beach & Edinger)—PM Peak Hour 
 City Methodology Caltrans Methodology 

ICU Without Mitigation 1.05 1.05 
Difference from 0.90 (City) 0.15 N/A 
Difference from Existing (Caltrans) N/A 0.17 
Project ICU .019 0.019 
Project Share 13.7% 11.2% 

 

In both cases, the ICU value is used here as the measure of the amount of traffic 
using the intersection. The Caltrans methodology uses the growth over existing (ICU 
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= 0.88) as the basis for calculating the share, whereas the City methodology uses the 
increase over 0.90 (level of service “D” threshold) as the basis. 

DOT-5 This comment contains concluding or general information. It is not a direct 
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any 
specific environmental issue. 

 Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), August 25, 2008 

DTSC-1 This comment contains introductory or general information, and correctly reiterates 
a summary of the proposed project. It is not a direct comment on the content or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. 

DTSC-2 Section 4.6 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft EIR identifies the 
current and historical uses at the project site and surrounding area, as well as 
potential contamination at the project site. As discussed, the project site has 
historically been used for retail and automotive repair purposes. Pages 4.6-5 through 
4.6-10 of the Draft EIR identify the potential hazardous materials that could be 
located at the project site. In addition, Table 4.6-1 (Data Search Result) summarizes 
the information provided in the records search conducted by EDR Inc. for the 
project site. The records search is designed to meet the search requirements of the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Standards and Practices for All 
Appropriate Inquires and the American Society for Testing of Materials (ASTM) 
Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments. Therefore an adequate 
database records search for potentially hazardous materials was sufficiently 
conducted as part of the Draft EIR. 

Additionally, Impacts 4.6-1 through 4.6-4 analyzed the potential impacts from 
hazards and hazardous materials at the site as a result of implementation of the 
proposed project. These analyses determined that compliance with identified 
mitigation measures and existing regulations would ensure that the proposed project 
would not pose a significant threat to human health or the environment. 

DTSC-3 As discussed on page 4.6-24 of the Draft EIR: 

The assessment has indicated evidence of historical recognized environmental 
conditions in connection with the project site. The residual gasoline fuel 
hydrocarbon impacts in both soil and groundwater beneath the site have been 
issued a Remedial Action Completion Certificate by the lead environmental 
agency, the OCHCA. However, as part of the HBFD project approval process, 
approval or final closure from the OCHCA and the RWQCB is required to be on 
file with the HBFD… 

Mitigation measure MM4.6-3 requires the Applicant to submit for approval a soil 
testing work plan to the HBFD; all native and imported soils associated with the 
proposed project site shall meet the standards outlined under the City’s Specification 
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No. 431-92 prior to the approval of grading plans and building plans by the HBFD. 
In addition, in order to address the potential for encountering unknown 
contamination within the project area, mitigation measure MM4.6-1 would minimize 
the potential risk of contamination by implementing investigation and remediation 
efforts at the project site prior to development of either option of the proposed 
project, and provides supplemental procedures in the event of unanticipated 
discoveries of contaminants. Mitigation measure MM4.6-2 would reduce impacts 
associated with methane gas by ensuring that appropriate testing and methods of gas 
detection are impacted at the project site, as required by the HBFD. 

Therefore, mitigation measures MM4.6-1, MM4.6-2, and MM4.6-3 represent the 
requested “mechanisms” that would initiate any required investigation and/or 
remediation activities at the project site. Implementation of these measures would 
ensure that remediation of contaminated soils occurs prior to development in the 
project area. In fact, development of either Option 1 or Option 2 of the proposed 
project could result in an overall project benefit since development of the site could 
require clean-up of the project site if contamination is identified as a result of 
implementation of the above mitigation measures. 

DTSC-4 As indicated in the Draft EIR, the City of Huntington Beach Fire Department is the 
local oversight agency for this project. All activities carried out to determine the 
presence of hazardous substances on site and to remediate any contamination that 
could exist would be completed in accordance with applicable local and State laws, 
regulations, and policies. 

Section 4.6 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft EIR clearly summarizes 
the findings that were presented in the Preliminary Environmental Site 
Assessment—Phase I Update and the Subsurface Assessment—Phase II that were 
prepared for the project site. 

Additionally, this comment references information that was provided in the Initial 
Study prepared for the proposed project rather than the Draft EIR. The referenced 
term, VES, was originally misstated as “vertical electrical soundings” in the Initial 
Study. Subsequently however, the term was clarified in the Draft EIR as “vapor 
extraction system.” Specifically, page 4.6-7 of the Draft EIR states: 

About ten vapor extractions system (VES) wells were also noted beneath the 
southwest corner of the property. Several areas of horizontal VES wells and 
horizontal interceptor trenches were located beneath the southwest portion of the 
auto repair facility during the site reconnaissance. 

The term “VES” was therefore identified correctly throughout the Draft EIR. 

DTSC-5 Construction and demolition activities related to the proposed project would be 
required to comply with all applicable health and safety regulations. In addition, as 
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required by mitigation measure MM4.6-1, a Risk Management Plan shall be prepared 
and implemented if any contamination is encountered. Depending on the nature of 
contamination, appropriate agencies shall be notified (e.g., Huntington Beach Fire 
Department). If needed, a Site Health and Safety Plan that meets Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration requirements shall be prepared and in place prior 
to commencement of work in any contaminated area. In addition, as part of the 
HBFD approval process, approval or final closure from the OCHCA and the 
RWQCB is required to be on file with the HBFD. 

Commencement of these activities as part of the proposed project would first require 
project approval. The EIR is intended to provide decision-makers and the public 
with information that enables them to consider the environmental consequences of 
the proposed project. Therefore, closure, certification and other remediation 
approval by these agencies would be conducted prior to construction/demolition 
activities (if the project is ultimately approved) and are not required to be included in 
the EIR. 

DTSC-6 This comment references information that was provided in the Initial Study prepared 
for the proposed project rather than the Draft EIR. As stated on page 4.6-5 of the 
Draft EIR: 

According to the preliminary ESA, based upon review of the site assessment and 
clean-up data for the off-site properties, no evidence was found to indicate that 
these off-site facilities have impacted, or will impact, the soil or groundwater 
beneath the project site. 

Impact 4.6-2 of the Draft EIR included a detailed analysis of potential impacts 
associated with the release of hazardous materials into the environment. As 
discussed, implementation of mitigation measure MM4.6-1 and adherence to all 
local, State and federal regulations would ensure that any necessary remediation of 
contaminated soils containing hazardous materials occurs prior to development of 
either Option 1 or Option 2 of the proposed project, and provides supplemental 
procedures in the event of unanticipated discoveries of contaminants. Therefore, 
appropriate cautions have been identified in the Draft EIR. 

DTSC-7 This comment references information that was provided in the Initial Study prepared 
for the proposed project rather than the Draft EIR. Page 4.6-7 through 4.6-9 provide 
detailed information associated with the existing setting in reference to asbestos and 
lead on the project site. In addition, Impact 4.6-2 analyzes the potential impact 
associated with the release of hazardous materials into the environment, including 
asbestos and lead-based paints. As discussed on page 4.6-20: 

Demolition of existing structures in preparation for the construction of 
development under either Option 1 or Option 2 of the proposed project could 
result in exposure of construction personnel and the public to hazardous 
substances such as asbestos or lead-based paints. Federal and State regulations 
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govern the renovation and demolition of structures where materials containing 
lead and asbestos are present. These requirements include: SCAQMD Rules and 
Regulations pertaining to asbestos abatement (including Rule 1403), Construction 
Safety Orders 1529 (pertaining to asbestos) and 1532.1 (pertaining to lead) from 
Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations, Part 61, Subpart M of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (pertaining to asbestos), and lead exposure guidelines provided 
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Asbestos 
and lead abatement must be performed and monitored by contractors with 
appropriate certifications from the State Department of Health Services. In 
addition, Cal-OSHA has regulations concerning the use of hazardous materials, 
including requirements for safety training, availability of safety equipment, 
hazardous materials exposure warnings, and emergency action and fire prevention 
plan preparation. Cal-OSHA enforces the hazard communication program 
regulations, which include provisions for identifying and labeling hazardous 
materials, describing the hazards of chemicals, and documenting employee training 
programs. 

Implementation of mitigation measure MM4.6-1 and adherence to all local, State and 
federal regulations would ensure that any necessary remediation occurs prior to 
development of either Option 1 or Option 2 of the proposed project, and provides 
supplemental procedures in the event of unanticipated discoveries of contaminants. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately analyzes the potential impacts associated with 
such contaminants. 

DTSC-8 As required by mitigation measure MM4.6-3, the Applicant is required to submit a 
soil testing work plan to the HBFD for approval prior to project implementation. All 
native and imported soils associated with the proposed project site are required to 
meet the standards outlined under the City’s Specification No. 431-92 prior to the 
approval of grading plans and building plans by the HBFD. Any contaminated soil 
would be properly disposed of, as required by existing regulations. 

DTSC-9 As described on page 4.6-20 of the Draft EIR, construction and demolition activities 
of the proposed project would comply with all applicable health and safety 
regulations. If contamination is encountered, a Risk Management Plan shall be 
prepared and implemented. Depending on the nature of contamination, if any, 
appropriate agencies shall be notified (e.g., Huntington Beach Fire Department). If 
needed, a Site Health and Safety Plan that meets Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration requirements shall be prepared and in place prior to commencement 
of work in any contaminated area. 

DTSC-10 As analyzed in Impact 4.6-1 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the proposed 
project could involve the routine use, storage, transport, or disposal of hazardous 
materials, but no significant hazard to the public or the environment is anticipated to 
occur. Hazardous materials would consist mostly of typical household cleaning 
products, maintenance products, and grounds and landscape maintenance products 
formulated with hazardous substances, including fuels, cleaners and degreasers, 
solvents, paints, lubricants, adhesives, sealers, and pesticides/herbicides. Should the 
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use and/or storage of hazardous materials at the project site rise to a level subject to 
regulation, those uses would be required to comply with federal and State laws to 
eliminate or reduce the consequence of hazardous materials accidents resulting from 
routine use, disposal, and storage of hazardous materials on the project site. 
Adherence to existing hazardous materials regulations would ensure that proper 
safety standards are followed, and would reduce the risk of project-induced upset 
from hazardous materials. 

DTSC-11 Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR thoroughly analyzed 
potential discharges to a storm drain. As identified in Impact 4.7-1, “While the 
proposed project would not result in any point-source discharge subject to an 
individual permit (WDR), [the project] would be subject to the Construction General 
Permit, Stormwater NPDES Permit, and the De Minimum Threat General Permit 
for construction dewatering.” 

DTSC-12 See Response to Comment DTSC-5 and DTSC-9. The proposed project would 
comply with all local, State and Federal requirements and procedures regarding 
potential groundwater contamination. Appropriate health and safety requirements 
and procedures shall be followed. 

DTSC-13 As identified on page 4.6-2 of the Draft EIR, “the project site was in agricultural use 
beginning sometime prior to 1938. The initial mall development commenced during 
the mid-1960s. Montgomery Ward and the auto service building were constructed 
approximately in 1966. Currently, the proposed project site remains occupied by a 
vacant retail building and a vacant auto service building surrounded by commercial 
properties.” Therefore, it is highly unlikely that hazardous materials related to 
agricultural or livestock uses would be identified on the project site. However, 
adherence to mitigation measure MM4.6-1 would reduce potentially significant 
impacts associated with the potential exposure to unknown hazardous materials 
(including agricultural or livestock, among many others) by ensuring remediation of 
contaminated soils containing hazardous materials prior to development. In addition, 
the proposed project would be required to adhere to all local, State, and federal 
regulations associated with hazardous materials. 

DTSC-14 See Response to Comment DTSC-2. Appropriate databases were consulted in 
preparation of the Draft EIR, and identified mitigation measures would ensure that 
the correct oversight agencies would be involved in any necessary remediation 
efforts on the project site. 

DTSC-15 Comment noted. Future CEQA documents will include a contact email address and 
historical project titles, if relevant. 
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10.3.2 Organizations 

 Huntington Beach Environmental Board (HBEB), August 21, 2008 

HBEB-1 The comment is incorrect in stating that the existing zoning for the project site 
includes mixed use residential zoning at 20 units per acre. As discussed in Section 3.0 
(Project Description) of the Draft EIR, 

The project site has a General Plan Land Use designation of CR-F2-sp-mu-(F9) 
(Regional Commercial). The F2 designation permits a floor-to-area ratio (FAR) of 
0.5 for commercial uses while the F9 designation permits a maximum overall FAR 
of 1.5, with a commercial FAR of 0.5 and 25 residential units per net acre for 
vertically integrated mixed-use projects consisting of commercial and residential 
components… 

Additionally, it is unclear which alternative the commenter is referencing in the 
following statement: “The second alternative requires a dramatic change to the face 
of the overall project, with a ten-story hotel being contemplated along with an 
increase to 513 residential units.” It is assumed that the commenter is referring to 
Option 2 of the proposed project, which would allow increased commercial uses. 
The Village at Bella Terra Project is not a development project; rather, the proposed 
project consists of a General Plan Amendment (GPA) and Zoning Text Amendment 
(ZTA) that would facilitate the development of a mixed-use project. As identified in 
Chapter 3 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the maximum commercial and 
residential density of the GPA would be limited to only one of two identified options 
(Option 1 [Increased Residential] or Option 2 [Increased Commercial]). Approval of 
either option would satisfy the proposed changes to the General Plan to allow a 
mixed-use development. With Option 2 of the proposed project, which is separate 
and apart from the alternatives to the proposed project, a 162-room hotel could be 
developed as a result of the increased commercial uses in this option. Both options 
are analyzed in detail throughout Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of the Draft EIR, as both 
options represent the development potential of implementation of the proposed 
project. 

The commenter “demands the study of the current 20 units per acre in the EIR as a 
viable alternative, as well as a forthright explanation from the developer as to why 
the General Plan and Zoning Text Amendments are necessary and desirable.” 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that the Alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
EIR should: 

…feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project… 

Chapter 6 (Alternatives) of the Draft EIR analyzes three different alternatives to the 
proposed project, including two No Project Alternatives (No Development and 
Reasonably Foreseeable Development under the Current General Plan) in order to 
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reduce the identified significant impacts of the proposed project. The No 
Project/No Development Alternative must be analyzed pursuant to Section 
15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines to allow decision-makers to compare the 
impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the 
proposed project. 

Alternative 2 assumes the development level articulated by the existing General Plan 
designation. However, as the existing land use and zoning designations are not 
currently consistent with one another, this alternative would also include a Zoning 
Text Amendment in order to amend Specific Plan No. 13 to allow residential uses on 
site as well as a GPA to increase stories from four to six. Therefore, under this 
alternative, a total of 396 residential units and 345,213 sf of commercial space would 
be developed, as this is the largest amount allowed under the current General Plan. 
As discussed in the Alternatives analysis, implementation of this alternative would 
result in a greater number of daily traffic volumes, which would result in slightly 
greater impacts to air quality, noise, and traffic when compared to the proposed 
project. Although this Alternative would fulfill the project objectives, it would not 
reduce significant impacts to a less-than-significant level, and in the case of traffic, 
impacts could increase. 

Alternative 3 analyzed a reduced GPA alternative, which assumes development of 
the lower development potential of commercial and residential uses under each 
Option of the proposed project. Therefore, a total of 538 residential units and 
138,085 sf of commercial space would be developed under this alternative. It was 
determined that Alternative 4 would obtain all project objectives but would not 
reduce significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. However, because the 
severity of some of the impacts would be slightly reduced, Alternative 3 would be 
considered the environmentally superior alternative. 

As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, 

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 
informed decision-making and public participation. 

Per CEQA, there is no evidence in the record to indicate it necessary to evaluate an 
alternative that would reduce the density to 20 units per acre, which is below what is 
currently permitted. The Alternatives analysis analyzed the potential environmental 
impacts against those of the proposed project in two different scenarios that 
involved no change to the current maximum of 25 dwelling units per acre on site. A 
reasonable range of alternatives was selected, and such alternatives were adequately 
analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

HBEB-2 The comment expresses concerns “that once one developer is given a zoning 
variance for this high a density, the city will be pressured to allow additional future 
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variances of this type…” The environmental effects of the proposed GPA and ZTA 
are adequately analyzed in Section 4.8 (Land Use and Planning) of the Draft EIR. As 
discussed in that analysis and throughout the Draft EIR, the City is currently in the 
process of redeveloping the area to permit more high density mixed uses, and the 
project conforms to this overall vision. 

Also worth noting is that the commenter references The Ripcurl project and the 
Murdy Commons project in terms of increasing density in the area. Murdy 
Commons is one of four specific development projects identified in the Beach-
Edinger Specific Plan. Both projects (The Ripcurl and the Beach/Edinger Corridor 
Study) are identified on the cumulative projects list (Table 3-3 of the Draft EIR). The 
cumulative projects are analyzed in combination with the proposed project in each 
resource area of the Draft EIR. Specifically, the Draft EIR identified four cumulative 
impacts that would occur in the resources areas of air quality, noise, population and 
housing, and traffic. Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately analyzes the potential 
effects (including increased density) of such projects. 

The commenter opines that the proposed project should be rejected and 
Alternative 2 (No Project/ Reasonably Foreseeable Development under the Current 
General Plan) should be adopted. All comments will be forwarded to decision-
makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

HBEB-3 This comment inadequately expresses the detailed analysis presented in Sections 4.1 
through 4.14 of the Draft EIR by stating that “The Draft EIR does not consider the 
possible long-term effects of dramatically increasing the population density of the 
proposed site, other than to admit…” The comment only references the brief 
summary of significant environmental effects identified in Chapter 5 (Other CEQA 
Considerations). The comment implies that the impacts to population and housing 
were only vaguely addressed in this particular section, where in actuality, the detailed 
discussion of this entire impact analysis is located in Section 4.10 (Population and 
Housing). Because population and housing was ultimately determined to be a 
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact, it is unclear why the commenter 
“believes this is a gross understatement of the long-term danger of the project 
variances being considered in this draft EIR.” The proposed project as a whole is a 
GPA and ZTA, as opposed to a specific development proposal; thus, the purpose of 
the Draft EIR is to analyze the potential environmental effects of implementation of 
such changes in land use designations. 

Additionally, as opposed to being labeled as a “potential” significant irreversible 
environmental effect, page 5-3 of the Draft EIR states: 
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In summary, implementation of the proposed project would involve the following 
irreversible environmental changes to existing on-site natural resources: 

■ Commitment of energy and water resources as a result of the operation and 
maintenance of future mixed use development that would be permitted 

■ Alteration of the existing topographic character of the site 

These environmental effects are not considered “potential” impacts. Instead, these 
are significant irreversible environmental effects. However, the commenter is 
referred to the entirety of Chapter 4 (Environmental Analysis) of the Draft EIR for a 
detailed discussion of the environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
project. For a concise summary, the commenter is referred to Table 2-1 (Summary of 
Environmental Effects and Code Requirements/Mitigation Measures) of the Draft 
EIR. 

HBEB-4 In general, this comment presents an opinion that the project will create another 
form of blight on the Edinger Corridor through approval of dense housing 
opportunities. This is a project-related comment and is not a direct comment on the 
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific environmental 
issue. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their 
consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

HBEB-5  The comment contends that the density of the project and its proximity to shopping 
areas and the freeway would increase crime in the area, but provides no source for 
the statement. CEQA states that “an economic or social change by itself shall not be 
considered a significant effect on the environment” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, Section 
15382). Increased crime rates falls into that category of economic or social change. 
For that reason, the courts have made clear that “[i]ncreased crime … is not a proper 
subject of CEQA inquiry” (Baird v. County of Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464, 
1469-1470, fn.2). 

Notwithstanding the above CEQA standard, Section 4.11 (Public Services) of the 
Draft EIR does include an analysis regarding police services. In addition to other 
public service providers, the Huntington Beach Police Department (HBPD) was 
contacted during preparation of the Draft EIR to solicit their input on the potential 
effects of the project as well as any potential mitigation measures deemed necessary. 
The Police Department did not indicate that any impacts would result. 

Security concerns related to the proposed uses would be addressed through the 
permit process, at which time the HBPD would have the opportunity to review the 
site plan and provide input on necessary security measures. The City actively employs 
Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) recommendations in 
projects and has projects reviewed by a specialist in this field. Additionally, as 
requested by the HBPD, mitigation measure MM4.11-1 would require the 
installation of radio antenna receivers in all underground parking structures in order 
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to allow emergency responders to use their radio systems. Police protection services 
were adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. 

HBEB-6 The commenter recommends that a “study be commissioned to determine the 
viability of another hotel in the area,” and states that the “City should investigate 
whether a desirable tenant for the location can be identified…” The Village at Bella 
Terra project is not a development proposal of the City of Huntington Beach. 
Rather, the project is proposed by the current property owner (BTDJM Phase II 
Associates, LLC), a private developer. The City is required by law to review and act 
on a development application (even if such a development application includes 
amendments to the GPA and ZTA) and must do so in accordance with the Permit 
Streamlining Act (Government Code section 65920 et. seq.). It is not the 
responsibility of the City or of CEQA (and consequently, the Draft EIR) to include 
or require such recommended studies. This is considered a project-related comment 
and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does 
not raise any specific environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded to 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed 
project. 

HBEB-7 The nearest existing dedicated parkland to the project site is approximately 0.8-mile 
away; however, the recreational fields associated with Golden West College are the 
closest recreational areas to the project site. As discussed in Impact 4.12-1 of the 
Draft EIR: 

There would be no changes to the permitted uses or availability of the fields as a 
result of project implementation. However, the direct increase in population as a 
result of future development that would be permitted under the GPA/ZTA would 
result in an increase in the general use of local and regional recreational facilities. 
Additional use also increases wear and tear to facilities, which in turn adds to the 
maintenance costs and shortens some timelines for facility renovations. Increased 
demand for recreational programs is also created with a higher population on site, 
along with the overall cost to deliver those services. 

The proposed project does not include dedicated open space or parklands because a 
specific development project is not proposed as part of the GPA/ZTA. Future 
development would include private and common open space areas through onsite 
amenities, as would be required by the architectural and design guidelines in the 
ZTA. However, because the proposed project is a GPA/ZTA, specific open space 
and recreational amenities for future development are not yet known. 

Future development on the project site would be required to satisfy Section 230.20 
and/or Section 254.08 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance, which implements the 
provisions of the Quimby Act. Specifically, Section 230.20 requires payment of a 
park fee for all new commercial and industrial development and all new residential 
development, such as apartments, not covered by Chapter 254. For new residential 
subdivisions, Chapter 254 requires that five acres of property for each 1,000 
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residents be devoted to local parks and recreational purposes. This could be met 
through land dedication or payment of park fees, or a combination of both. While 
dedicated parkland directly increases the available recreation space within the City for 
residents, the payment of park fees from new development could be allocated to 
fund the acquisition and/or development of future parks or facility renovations 
associated with increased use of public facilities. Because the City considers payment 
of fees and/or land dedication full mitigation for impacts on parks, this is considered 
a less-than-significant impact in the Draft EIR. 

Additionally, the cumulative impacts to recreation were evaluated in Section 4.12.4 of 
the Draft EIR. As identified on page 4.12-10: 

Project development, in combination with other cumulative residential 
development such as The Ripcurl Mixed-Use Development, Seawind Village 
Apartments, Parkside Estates, Plaza Buccella Townhomes, Pearce St. Subdivision, 
and Bayview Residential Development would directly increase the population. 
Increases in population would generate a higher demand for recreational facilities 
and programs, and reduce the number of existing parkland per resident. Chapter 
254.08 of the City’s Zoning Code requires that five acres of property for each 
1,000 residents be devoted to local park and recreational purposes. This standard 
could be provided through park fees, land dedication, or a combination of both. 
Therefore, similar to the proposed project, cumulative projects in the City would 
not likely result in impacts to recreation opportunities because new development 
projects are required to either provide adequate parkland onsite or pay applicable 
in-lieu park fees. Because there are mechanisms in place (e.g., the Quimby Act 
through enforcement of the City’s Zoning Ordinance) to ensure that new 
residential development provides its fair-share of park and recreational 
opportunities for future residents, the cumulative impact would be less than 
significant. The proposed project’s contribution would not be cumulatively 
considerable and would also be less than significant. 

Therefore, both project-specific and cumulative impacts to recreational facilities were 
evaluated in the Draft EIR and were found to be less than significant because the 
City considers payment of fees and/or land dedication full mitigation for such 
impacts to parks. Impacts to recreational resources are adequately analyzed in the 
Draft EIR. 

HBEB-8 This comment recommends that the City investigate a particular vacant parcel in the 
nearby vicinity to acquire as parkland for the future residents of the proposed project 
and cumulative residential development in the area. This is not a direct comment on 
the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific 
environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to 
their consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

HBEB-9 The comment correctly reiterates information presented in Section 4.13 
(Transportation/Traffic) of the Draft EIR regarding the future LOS with and 
without the proposed project in Year 2014 and Year 2030. The comment also states 
that the “City’s General Plan is not in compliance with its own criteria.” This 
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statement is slightly misleading. Among other purposes, the City’s General Plan is a 
policy document that provides the framework for land use management. In this case, 
the General Plan provides the appropriate LOS standards throughout the City that 
are deemed acceptable. It is the existing and future roadway conditions within the 
City (as opposed to the General Plan itself) that, in some cases, do not meet the 
minimum LOS criteria as defined in the General Plan. However, CEQA does not 
mandate compliance with the General Plan; rather CEQA requires feasible 
mitigation of impacts that are considered significant where possible. The General 
Plan provides the framework for the determination of what impacts are deemed to 
be significant. 

As identified in the Draft EIR, a mitigation measure was identified to reduce the 
project’s impact to 2014 and 2030 traffic conditions at Beach Boulevard and Edinger 
Avenue. With the implementation of this mitigation measure (MM4.13-1), the impact 
to study area intersections from operation of future development under the 
proposed project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. However, 
implementation of the proposed project would still contribute to projected regional 
freeway deficiencies in 2014 and 2030. There are no mitigation measures feasible to 
reduce such an impact because the measures themselves require substantial 
infrastructure changes in the interchange and on the freeway which cannot be 
reasonably completed concurrent with development of a project. Currently, there are 
no standard thresholds to evaluate the significance of freeway and interchange 
impacts; thus, this is considered a significant and unavoidable impact. 

Thus, the Draft EIR adequately analyzed the projected traffic increases that could 
result from the proposed project against existing City standards, and identified 
mitigation measures, where feasible. All comments will be forwarded to decision-
makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

HBEB-10 The comment opines that the level of service (LOS) standard contained in the 
Huntington Beach General Plan and used in the Draft EIR (LOS D) is unacceptable. 
However, the General Plan standard is the appropriate standard to use for this EIR 
and is the standard against which all projects in the City are evaluated. Moreover, 
CEQA vests discretion in the lead agency, in this case the City, to determine the 
threshold of significance. An amendment to the General Plan would be required to 
change the LOS standard. This is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their 
consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

HBEB-11 This comment suggests that the landscaping measure of the California Air Pollution 
Control Officers Association’s (CAPCOA) be a mandatory requirement. Page 4.2-44 
of the Draft EIR states “The proposed project would adhere to the following 
measures during construction and operation. These mitigation measures would 
further ensure that construction and operational impacts from the proposed project 
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remain less than significant with respect to climate change.” Consequently, the 
landscaping measure identified would be implemented by the proposed project. No 
text changes are required to further ensure such compliance. 

HBEB-12 The referenced sentence on Page 4.7-30 has been revised accordingly. Refer to 
Chapter 9 (Changes to the Draft EIR) in the Final EIR for the specific text changes. 

HBEB-13 This comment requests a text edit to the frequency of inspection of potential 
automated sprinkler use. The comment is noted; however the City’s Public Works 
Department considers the existing language in the mitigation measure to be 
adequate. 

HBEB-14 See Response to Comment HBEB-5. The HBPD was contacted during preparation 
of the Draft EIR to solicit their input on the potential effects of the project as well as 
any potential mitigation measures deemed necessary. The Police Department did not 
indicate that any impacts would result. The staffing level information cited on page 
4.11-8 of the Draft EIR is in reference to the Growth Management Element of the 
General Plan, which establishes a target ratio of 1.2 officers per 1,000 residents. 
However, as also noted on the same page, the HBPD does not use a police officer 
per population ratio to determine their staffing needs. Thus, the information is 
included in the Draft EIR for purposes of full disclosure; however, the ultimate 
impact significance is weighted more heavily on whether the existing HBPD 
concludes that their staffing levels would be impacted by the proposed project. 
Because, the HBPD did not indicate that any impacts would result from project 
implementation, it is not necessary to provide any additional mitigation measures 
with respect to future staffing levels. 

 Huntington Beach Tomorrow (HBT), August 25, 2008 

HBT-1 This comment provides introductory or general information regarding the project, 
and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does 
not raise any specific environmental issue. 

HBT-2 The term “unacceptable” is a subjective comment; however, the intent of the 
comment is correct in noting that implementation of the proposed project would 
result in a significant and unavoidable [cumulative] impact associated with population 
and housing. As thoroughly discussed in the cumulative discussion within Section 
4.10 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR, implementation of the Option 1 or 
Option 2 would directly increase population growth; however, the population 
growth would not cause exceedance of current growth projections established by the 
City. Rather, the exceedance is due to implementation of all of the 23 cumulative 
projects identified in Table 3-3 (Cumulative Projects) of the Draft EIR prior to 2015. 
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HBT-3 Again, the term “unacceptable” is a subjective comment. However, the intent of the 
comment is correct in noting that implementation of the proposed project would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with traffic. As discussed in 
Section 4.13 (Transportation/Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the project-specific and 
cumulative traffic impacts are the result of future contributions to projected regional 
deficiencies on the I-405 freeway and on Beach Boulevard. Currently, there are no 
standard thresholds to evaluate the significance of freeway and interchange impacts; 
thus, this is considered a significant and unavoidable impact. 

HBT-4 It is unclear what the commenter is suggesting by stating that the project would “set 
an unacceptable precedent for the city’s remaining developable space.” This is not a 
direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any 
specific environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers 
prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

HBT-5 This comment is not entirely accurate by stating that the project would “increase the 
City’s population beyond the level that was planned for and can be supported.” As 
thoroughly discussed in the cumulative discussion within Section 4.10 (Population 
and Housing) of the Draft EIR, the majority of the anticipated growth is the result of 
future development that could be accommodated under the Beach-Edinger Specific 
Plan. Development of either Option 1 or Option 2 of The Village at Bella Terra 
project alone would not result in an exceedance of SCAG projections. Rather, the 
exceedance is due to implementation of all of the 23 cumulative projects identified in 
Table 3-3 (Cumulative Projects) of the Draft EIR prior to 2015. Moreover, the 
amount of cumulative growth is still below the level anticipated in the City’s General 
Plan. 

HBT-6 The project site is currently occupied by vacant commercial uses (former 
Montgomery Ward store and auto repair facility). These uses are not presently 
providing any revenue stream for the City. This is an economic project-related 
comment and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, 
and does not raise any specific environmental issue. Worth noting, however, is that 
future development permitted under the proposed project would include mixed-use 
development, which offers an opportunity to provide substantially new revenue to 
the City through commercial sales taxes and property taxes. All comments will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve 
the project. 

HBT-7 See Response to Comment HBT-6. 

HBT-8 The commenter recommends a comprehensive planning approach for the Edinger 
Corridor and suggests, short of such an approach, the cumulative effect cannot be 
determined. The Beach-Edinger Corridor Study is identified throughout the Draft 
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EIR environmental analysis, where appropriate. For example, on page 4.1-22 of the 
Draft EIR, Impact 4.1-2 states: 

…The proposed project is located in an area of the City that is currently 
undergoing revitalization. The Beach-Edinger Corridor Plan is simultaneously 
underway, and is intended to present a clear and comprehensive vision for growth 
and change along Beach Boulevard and Edinger Avenue. The area north of 
Warner Avenue along Beach Boulevard, and including the Edinger segment, is 
generally planned for more intensive mixed-use development. In particular, this 
northern segment is intended to act as a Town Center, or hub, providing a 
destination and live/work center for the City, with primarily retail and residential 
development. Although the Corridor Study is still in the early planning stages, The 
Village at Bella Terra project has taken into account the intended concept for the 
area in order to present a project that would fit into the overall visual scheme of 
anticipated development. 

Page 4.8-7 of the Draft EIR includes a similar passage with respect to the Corridor 
Study to introduce the concept within the Land Use and Planning discussion. The 
summary of Impact 4.8-1 on page 4.8-18 states: 

…The proposed redesignation of the site to allow increased density of mixed uses 
would not in itself result in environmental impacts related to land use and 
planning. Given the relationship with the revitalization efforts currently underway 
along the Edinger Avenue Commercial Corridor, including the existing Bella Terra 
Mall and The Ripcurl project proposed immediately adjacent to The Village at 
Bella Terra site, and the high density land uses that are envisioned within this area 
in the future (as evidenced by the Beach-Edinger Corridor Study), the proposed 
project would not conflict with existing City policies or regulations that were 
adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect. Instead, the 
proposed project would provide the City with redevelopment in an area that could 
support high density uses without contributing to adverse effects to the City’s 
existing population base. The project would provide a new mix of residential 
opportunities to complement the high proportion of single-family uses in the City. 
Consequently, this is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

In addition, the cumulative Land Use discussion on page 4.8-19 of the Draft EIR 
states: 

… with respect to the known cumulative projects identified in Table 3-3 
(Cumulative Projects), the Beach-Edinger Corridor Study is currently underway to 
determine a new vision and new zoning for properties along Beach Boulevard and 
Edinger Avenue. The study will assess development opportunities as well as 
specifications to guide land use and development intensity, site layout, building 
design, site landscaping and signage along the corridor. Due to the significant 
influence this Corridor Study would have on land uses in the surrounding area, it is 
feasible that the identified cumulative projects may not be in compliance with the 
future guidelines envisioned for the area. Thus, this is considered a significant 
cumulative land use impact. 

However, because the proposed project is subject to Specific Plan No. 13, The 
Village at Bella Terra is not included in the Beach-Edinger Corridor boundary. 
Rather, the Corridor Study is being developed to expand upon the synergy that 
would be created between the existing Bella Terra Mall and the proposed project. 
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Therefore, the project’s contribution to this significant cumulative impact is not 
cumulatively considerable and would be less than significant. 

Further, as discussed in the cumulative Population and Housing analysis on page 
4.10-13: 

Although full occupancy of all cumulative residential development would fall 
below the General Plan buildout numbers, the City’s General Plan did not account 
for the proposed increase in residential growth within the project site as well as the 
Beach-Edinger Corridor boundary as these projects require GPAs. Additionally, it 
is beyond the scope of this document to assume a buildout year beyond 2015 for 
all residential projects under the Beach-Edinger Corridor Study since a time frame 
has not yet been established for that project. Therefore, because full occupancy of 
all cumulative development could potentially occur by 2015, the overall residential 
population that could occur would substantially exceed the SCAG population 
projections. 

The proposed project would, in combination with cumulative development, 
provide additional housing opportunities. This growth would serve the existing 
population and help to meet anticipated housing demand in the City and County. 
However, because all cumulative residential development would ultimately 
contribute to the substantial exceedance of SCAG population projections for the 
City for the 2015 timeframe, both Option 1 and Option 2 under the proposed 
project would have a considerable contribution to the cumulative impact. 
Therefore, this cumulative impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 

In conclusion, while the Draft EIR does not include a project-specific analysis of the 
entire Corridor Study, comprehensive analyses of all cumulative projects, including 
the Beach-Edinger Corridor Study, were included in each of the 14 environmental 
issue areas. The Draft EIR identified four significant cumulative impacts, including 
Air Quality, Noise, Population and Housing, and Traffic. Contrary to the implied 
opinion, the Draft EIR adequately analyzed all project-specific and cumulative 
impacts associated with The Village at Bella Terra project. 

HBT-9 This is a project-related comment and is not a direct comment on the content or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. All 
comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of 
whether to approve the proposed project. 

10.3.3 Individuals 

 Jackle, Karen (JACK), August 27, 2008 

JACK-1 This comment contains introductory or general information and is not a direct 
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any 
specific environmental issue. 
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JACK-2 The comment states that “The density of this development requires more parking 
than requested in the Specific Plan.” The proposed project consists of a General 
Plan Amendment and Zoning Text Amendment that would facilitate the 
development of a mixed-use project. However, because a specific development 
proposal is not currently proposed as part of the project, the specific parking 
requirements of such an unknown development are also not known at this time. 
Therefore, as discussed in Impact 4.13-8, parking needs for the proposed project 
would be adequately supplied for the project based on a shared parking analysis. 
Future development under Option 1 or Option 2 of the proposed project would be 
required to meet the minimum requirements set forth for both the commercial and 
residential components of the proposed project. 

JACK-3 The commenter states that [the EIR] did not address “the adjoining uses and address 
mitigation of the impact of the increased density” related to the proposed project. 
The intent of the stated comment is unclear. However, the proposed project in and 
of itself represents the potential for a future high-density mixed use project. 
Therefore, each of the 14 environmental issue areas addressed in the Draft EIR 
analyzes the potential impacts of such increased density. For example, a cumulative 
impact was identified for Population and Housing due to the cumulative exceedance 
of SCAG’s population projections for the City. Similarly, each issue area identified 
the surrounding uses adjacent to the project site, and included any potential impacts 
to off-site uses, where applicable. Therefore, surrounding uses and the increased 
density of the project were analyzed adequately throughout the Draft EIR. 

JACK-4 The comment states that the increased density proposed by the project does not take 
into consideration the Huntington Beach General Plan, taxpayer costs, and increased 
traffic. This intent of this comment is unclear because implementation of the 
proposed project is a General Plan Amendment and Zoning Text Amendment. The 
entirety of the Draft EIR analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated 
with such land use designation changes. Implementation of the proposed project 
would not require the City or the taxpayers of Huntington Beach to “revise projected 
population at build out of this City…” Rather, the analysis in Section 4.10 
(Population and Housing) provides a concise explanation of how the project and 
cumulative projects compare to existing population projections from SCAG, as well 
as comparisons to the City’s residential buildout limitations in the General Plan. As 
discussed on page 4.10-13: 

…Full buildout of the cumulative residential units would still fall below the City’s 
General Plan policy of limiting growth to 18,500 units…. 

In addition, the proposed re-designation of the site to allow increased density of 
mixed uses would not in itself result in environmental impacts related to land use and 
planning, including impacts related to the General Plan. Given the relationship with 
the revitalization efforts currently underway along the Edinger Avenue Commercial 
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Corridor, including the existing Bella Terra Mall and The Ripcurl project proposed 
immediately adjacent to The Village at Bella Terra site, and the high density land uses 
that are envisioned within this area in the future (as evidenced by the Beach-Edinger 
Corridor Study), the proposed project would not conflict with existing City policies 
or regulations that were adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental 
effect. Further, Section 4.13 (Transportation/Traffic) provides a detailed analysis of 
the environmental impacts associated with traffic as a result of the proposed project. 

JACK-5 The existing traffic information in the EIR recognizes that the intersection of Beach 
Boulevard and Edinger Avenue is currently at capacity. Mitigation measures for 
future conditions are proposed along with project shares for the mitigation. It is 
anticipated that mitigation fees for projects such as The Village at Bella Terra will be 
used to fund such improvements rather than Gas Tax revenues. 

JACK-6 The City’s Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance (Title 23, Chapter 230, 
Section 230.26) implements the goals and policies of the City’s Housing Element. 
They are intended to encourage very low-, low-, and median-income housing that is 
integrated, compatible with and complements adjacent uses, and is located in close 
proximity to public and commercial uses. These regulations are used by the City to 
meet its commitment to provide housing that is affordable to all economic sectors, 
and to meet its regional fair-share requirements for construction of affordable 
housing. 

New residential projects containing three or more units within a Redevelopment 
Project area are required to provide a minimum of 15 percent of total units as 
affordable housing, either on- or off-site. Rental units included in a project shall be 
made available to very low- or low-income households and for-sale units included in 
the project shall be made available to very low-, low-, or median-income level 
households. The eligibility of households for the affordable units is based on the 
Orange County Median Income, adjusted for appropriate family size, as published by 
the HUD or established by California, pursuant to Health and Safety Code 
Section 50093, or a successor statute. 

Implementation of Option 1 could consist of up to 713 residential units, while 
Option 2 could result in 538 residential units. Although a specific development 
project is not proposed as part of the project, any future development as permitted 
under implementation of either Option 1 or Option 2 would be required to provide 
adequate affordable housing opportunities, consistent with the City’s Zoning and 
Subdivision Ordinance requirements. 

The inclusion of the affordable housing discussion in the Draft EIR provides an 
opportunity to disclose how the project is in conformance with City requirements. 
However, the commenter’s concerns regarding subsidized housing is a project-
related comment associated with City standards and is not a direct comment on the 
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content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. All comments will be forwarded to decision-
makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the project. 

JACK-7 This comment opines that development of a hotel on the project site would not be a 
suitable use for various reasons and states that “amending our general plan would 
need to be done now to accommodate this sizeable change to Huntington Beach in 
addition to the Rip Curl Project.” As discussed previously, the proposed project does 
not consist of a specific development proposal; rather, the proposed project consists 
of a General Plan Amendment and Zoning Text Amendment to facilitate the future 
development of a mixed-use project. In addition, The Ripcurl project also consists of 
a General Plan Amendment and Zoning Text Amendment. The increased densities 
of both Options of the proposed project as well as the resulting increases in traffic 
are analyzed adequately throughout the Draft EIR. This is not a direct comment on 
the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific 
environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to 
their consideration on whether to approve the proposed project. 

JACK-8 While these comments are not related to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, 
an attempt has been made to address the comments, where feasible. Potential shuttle 
service from the project site to the beach is not part of the proposed project. In 
addition, because the proposed project consists of changes to existing land use 
designations for the project site, and does not consist of a specific development 
project, the description of shuttle services would not be appropriate for the 
proposed entitlements. 

It is unclear what the commenter is referring to in the following question: “How 
does this fit into the general plan for transportation in this city with the increased 
transportation costs due to high oil prices and the lower revenue to government 
from gas tax?” It is assumed that this question is associated with the shuttle service 
question to the beach, and whether this would be the responsibility of the City in 
some regard. As discussed above, shuttle service to and from the beach is not a part 
of the proposed changes to the land use designations. 

Infrastructure construction costs associated with the proposed project are the 
responsibility of the Applicant, BTDJM Phase II Associates, LLC, a private 
developer. Ongoing infrastructure maintenance costs of the proposed project would 
be the responsibility of future tenants/owners of the residential and commercial 
properties. 

JACK-9 The commenter expresses the opinion that the proposed emergency access lane on 
the western boundary of the project site is not adequate for emergency vehicles. As 
discussed in Impact 4.13-7: 

…As part of standard development procedures, plans would be submitted to the 
City for review and approval to ensure that all new development has adequate 
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emergency access, including turning radius, in compliance with existing 
regulations… 

Access to the project site would continue to be provided from Edinger Avenue and 
Center Avenue, both of which are primary arterial streets. In addition, although this 
is not a comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, the construction of 
infrastructure improvements on the project site would be the responsibility of the 
project Applicant. 

JACK-10 See Response to Comment JACK-2 for a discussion of parking. Additionally, as 
discussed in more detail in Impact 4.13-8 of the Draft EIR, a primary objective of 
the proposed project is to promote alternative modes of transportation, specifically 
to promote an active pedestrian environment and the use of public transit. In 
consideration of the project site’s proximity to the OCTA transit center, Bella Terra 
Mall, and Golden West College, it is reasonable to assume that visitors and residents 
of the proposed development would require fewer parking spaces than anticipated 
under existing City ordinance requirements, as they would be using alternate modes 
of transportation (i.e., walking, public transit, etc.). All comments will be forwarded 
to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the 
proposed project. 

JACK-11 The commenter asks if a portion of the residential parking would be permanently 
assigned and if the garage area would be gated. These are not direct comments on 
the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and do not raise any specific 
environmental issue. The details of the parking garage would be determined when a 
specific development project is proposed. 

JACK-12 See Response to Comment JACK-6 for a discussion of affordable housing. This is a 
project-related comment and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of 
the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. All comments 
will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to 
approve the proposed project. 

JACK-13 This is a rhetorical economic question related to land values and is not a direct 
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any 
specific environmental issue. See Response to Comment HBEB-7 for a discussion of 
park requirements. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their 
consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

JACK-14 This comment opines that the proposed project should not be built without a plan 
being first approved by the businesses located within the Edinger Corridor area. This 
is a project-related comment and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy 
of the Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. All comments 
will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to 
approve the proposed project. 
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JACK-15 The commenter expresses the need for a rental feasibility study of the residential 
units proposed as part of future development that would be permitted under the 
project. This is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of 
whether to approve the proposed project. 

10.3.4 Verbal Comments 

 The Village at Bella Terra Draft EIR Public Meeting (VERB), July 30, 
2008 

VERB-1 The commenter opines that either Option 1 or Option 2 of the proposed project 
would add too many units to the area, but does not refer to any specific physical 
environmental effects of the proposed project. The physical environmental effects of 
both options are analyzed throughout the Draft EIR. As discussed under 
Impact 4.8-1 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would redesignate the site to 
allow for a higher density of mixed uses. The proposed project would provide for 
redevelopment in an area that could support high density uses without jeopardizing 
the City’s existing population base. In addition, the development standards for 
commercial uses, including but not limited to, parking, setbacks, and building height 
would be included as part of the Specific Plan. 

VERB-2 The comment refers to the potential impacts of Option 2 on air flow. While a 
ten-story structure under Option 2 of the proposed project could alter wind patterns 
on a micro scale (in the immediate project vicinity), the potential minor alteration in 
local wind patterns would not be considered a negative physical impact, nor is there 
evidence that the potential change would result in a negative physical impact on the 
environment. It is unclear what is meant by the commenter’s reference to “quality of 
going through” or being “too bright for the structures.” Overall, these comments are 
project-related comments and are not direct comments on the content or adequacy 
of the Draft EIR, and do not raise any specific environmental issue. All comments 
will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to 
approve the proposed project. 

VERB-3 The comment correctly states that “Huntington Beach is… trying to put in low cost 
housing.” As stated in Chapter 3 (Project Description), page 3-14 of The Village at 
Bella Terra Draft EIR, one of the City’s objectives for the proposed project is to 
“Ensure the proposed residential development complies with the City’s affordable 
housing requirements and includes an affordable housing component.” Please refer 
to response to comment JACK-6. 

The commenter also provides an opinion regarding the likelihood of Golden West 
College students living near the college campus. This is not a direct comment on the 
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content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. All comments will be forwarded to decision-
makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the project. 

VERB-4 The comment refers to the inadequate parking provided by The Ripcurl project. The 
Ripcurl project is independent of The Village at Bella Terra project, and was the 
subject of its own EIR. The adequacy of parking for The Ripcurl project, therefore, 
is not a subject of The Village at Bella Terra EIR. 

VERB-5 The commenter opines that there isn’t adequate parking for the proposed project. As 
discussed under Impact 4.13-8 on page 4.13-48 of the Draft EIR, parking needs for 
the proposed project would be adequately supplied based on a shared parking 
analysis, and future development under either Option 1 or Option 2 would meet the 
minimum requirements set forth for both the commercial and residential 
components of the proposed project. 

The commenter makes a general reference to the proposed project causing traffic at 
Level of Service “D” and further states that drivers would experience delays. As 
shown in Tables 4.13-8 and 4.13-9 (Draft EIR pages 4.13-30 and 4.13-31), the 
proposed project would result in changes to intersection capacity under both the 
2014 and 2030 scenarios. Therefore, the proposed project would substantially 
contribute to delays. 

VERB-6 The commenter opines that the project is too big for the area and should be scaled 
down, but does not refer to any specific physical effects of the proposed project. The 
physical effects of the project, as described for both options, are analyzed 
throughout the Draft EIR. The commenter further opines that the area is already too 
developed and disagrees with including low cost housing as part of the proposed 
project. Overall, these comments are not direct comments on the content or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior 
to their consideration of whether to approve the project. 

VERB-7 The comment contains an exchange about vibration from the railroad tracks and 
whether that issue is addressed in the Draft EIR. Operational vibration is addressed 
in Section 4.9, Noise, on pages 4.9-22 through 4.9-24. The commenter was 
concerned about the vibration effects of trains traveling along the adjacent rail line 
on future occupants of the proposed project. As discussed under Impact 4.9-2 on 
pages 4.9-23 and 4.9-24, freight trains are not anticipated to generate vibration levels 
that would exceed the Federal Transportation Authority’s (FTA) threshold of 85 
VdB, which is considered acceptable for residences and other sensitive land uses. 
Thus, construction and operation activities associated with the proposed project 
would not generate or expose people off-site to excessive groundborne vibration. 

VERB-8 The commenter opines that the traffic analysis prepared for the project is flawed 
because the existing conditions already exceed the General Plan build out scenario of 
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Level of Service D in some areas. Since build out under the General Plan does not 
completely meet a Level of Service D, the commenter states that the proposed 
project should be compared to the No Project Alternative rather than the General 
Plan build out scenario. The Huntington Beach General Plan has a goal for Level of 
Service on its roadways, but acknowledges that some roadways currently do not 
attain that goal (see Huntington Beach General Plan, page III-CE-5). Because some 
roadways currently exceed LOS D, the traffic analysis prepared for The Village at 
Bella Terra project includes a threshold to evaluate potential impacts at those 
intersections: an impact is considered significant at an intersection currently 
operating at LOS E or F if the intersection capacity utilization (ICU) value changes 
by 0.01 or more. The comment also refers to traffic that is attributable to 
development of the General Plan; however, the proposed project cannot be 
evaluated based upon traffic generated by other development, but must be evaluated 
based upon the project’s contribution to traffic, whether in the near-term or for a 
cumulative scenario. The methodology used to prepare the traffic analysis for the 
proposed project adequately analyzes potential impacts. 

VERB-9 The comment opines that the amount of development proposed as part of the 
project will result in congestion making Huntington Beach more like Los Angeles. 
The analyses presented in Section 4.13 (Transportation/Traffic) of the Draft EIR 
indicates that the proposed project would result in increases at intersections relative 
to the current capacity, therefore, substantially contributing to traffic delays. 
However, the commenter’s reference to the proposed project causing the City of 
Huntington Beach to be more like Los Angeles is not a direct comment on the 
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. All comments will be forwarded to decision-
makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the project. 

VERB-10 The commenter opines that the placement of a 10-story building at the project site as 
part of Option 2 is not consistent with what he and most residents of the City 
believe Huntington Beach should be. The Draft EIR addresses the physical effects, 
visual consistency and shadow of a 10-story building on the character of the area. As 
discussed on page 4.1-23 of the Draft EIR, existing structures at the Bella Terra Mall 
generally range from 33 to 90 feet, and include tower elements up to approximately 
104 feet; northeast of the site, the Towers at Bella Terra buildings range in height 
from five to twelve stories. Therefore, the project would not be out of character 
from other buildings in the vicinity. With regards to shadow, a shadow analysis was 
performed for the project for the summer and winter solstices (see Figures 4.1-8 and 
4.1-9, respectively). As demonstrated in the shadow analysis, during the winter 
solstice, afternoon shadows could extend onto small portions of the adjacent 
Mervyn’s building east of the project, but this structure is not considered a light-
sensitive use. Shadows would remain within the project site during the summer 
solstice. Therefore, the impact was considered less than significant. 
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VERB-11 The commenter opines that the cumulative traffic analysis is flawed and provides 
specific projects that should have been considered in the Draft EIR. As discussed on 
page 4.13-49 of the Draft EIR, the cumulative analysis considered area projects 
identified to occur within the vicinity of the project site (specific projects considered 
in the cumulative context for the Draft EIR are listed in Table 3-3 on pages 3-17 
through 3-19), in addition to General Plan build-out conditions identified to Year 
2030. Thus, the Draft EIR provides a conservative analysis for the cumulative 
context. The Draft EIR found, due to projected regional freeway deficiencies in both 
2014 and 2030, the cumulative traffic impact would be significant and the increase in 
traffic generated by the project would be cumulatively considerable. 

VERB-12 The comment states the project understates the demand for police and fire services. 
Because we cannot predict actual demand rates for police and fire services, the Draft 
EIR analysis relies upon staffing ratios to determine the impact of the proposed 
project on public services. The staffing ratios are based upon each department’s 
historical calls per population, and therefore, represents an accurate estimate of 
future demand for fire and police protection services. The analysis in the Draft EIR 
is adequate. 

VERB-13 The comment refers to the project affecting air flow at the Old World Village, but 
does not specify what the effect would be. While the proposed project could alter 
wind patterns on a micro scale, any minor alteration in local wind patterns would not 
be considered a negative physical impact, nor is there evidence that the potential 
change would result in a negative physical impact on the environment. The 
commenter also refers to the project creating shadows at Old World Village. Please 
refer to response to comment VERB-10. 

VERB-14 The commenter opines that the height of the project under Option 2 (up to ten 
stories) would result in other future projects being built higher. Any future project 
that is proposed would be evaluated based upon its specific characteristics, including, 
but not limited to, height. The Draft EIR cannot speculate on the height of future 
development beyond that which is known from currently proposed or planned 
projects. Therefore, the EIR is not required to evaluate an increase in height of 
future buildings. 

VERB-15 The commenter questions the adequacy of the cumulative discussion, but provides 
no specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR analyses. The environmental analysis 
provided in Chapter 4 (Environmental Analysis) of the Draft EIR includes a 
cumulative analysis of each issue area studied. The cumulative analysis considers the 
proposed project in conjunction with other area projects as listed in Table 3-3 on 
pages 3-17 to 3-19 of Chapter 3 (Project Description). 

VERB-16 The comment refers to construction traffic and the combination of The Village at 
Bella Terra construction traffic combined with The Ripcurl construction traffic. 
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Construction-related traffic for The Village at Bella Terra project will not reach the 
level of traffic that would be generated during project operation; therefore, the traffic 
analysis adequately addresses the level of traffic during construction. Similarly, the 
combined traffic from construction of The Ripcurl project, if approved, and the 
proposed project would not exceed the traffic analyzed for the 2014 scenario. 
Consequently, the traffic analysis is adequate. 

VERB-17 The commenter opines about the overcrowding of The Ripcurl project. The Ripcurl 
project is independent of The Village at Bella Terra project, and was the subject of 
its own EIR. The density and adequacy of parking for The Ripcurl project, therefore, 
is not a subject of The Village at Bella Terra EIR. The commenter also indicates that 
she didn’t have information on the adequacy of parking for the proposed project. 
Please refer to response to comment VERB-5 for a discussion about parking 
adequacy. 

VERB-18 The comment refers to encountering groundwater during excavation. As stated on 
page 4.7-17 of the Draft EIR, it is anticipated that development of the proposed 
project could require groundwater dewatering during construction and/or operation. 
The Draft EIR found any potential dewatering impacts would be temporary. The 
project would be required to comply with applicable regulations, including the De 
Minimus Threat General Permit, which would include discharge quantity and quality 
limitations based on site and groundwater characteristics. Consequently, potential 
impacts associated with construction dewatering on the local groundwater table and 
water supplies was determined to be less than significant. 

VERB-19 The comment refers to public notification. See Response to Comment VERB-26. 

VERB-20 The comment refers to “cars and smoke,” but does not refer to any specific physical 
environmental effects of the proposed project. The commenter is referred to Section 
4.2 ( Air Quality) of the Draft EIR which addresses the potential impacts of auto 
emissions associated with the project. 

VERB-21 The commenter states that buildings shake when a train goes by. As discussed on 
page 4.9-21 of the Draft EIR, the City of Huntington Beach General Plan Noise 
Element states that the nearby Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way is used once 
daily; however, two trains were observed along the right-of-way during the noise 
monitoring site survey for the EIR. As concluded on page 4.9-24 of the Draft EIR, 
because the tracks are in good condition and of continuous weld throughout the 
project vicinity, the occasional freight train passing by is not anticipated to generate 
vibration levels that would exceed the established 85 VdB threshold for the future 
occupants of the proposed project. 

VERB-22 The commenter remarks about the project’s height and the project area’s already-
congested traffic conditions, both of which refer to the intensity of the project. The 
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intensity of the project is considered throughout the Draft EIR analysis. The 
population-related impact discussions (utilities, public services, traffic, traffic-related 
air and noise, and recreation) are based on full build-out of the project (for both 
Options) as described in Chapter 3 (Project Description). Therefore, the impacts of 
the full intensity of the project in the vicinity of the project site are adequately 
addressed in the Draft EIR. 

VERB-23 The commenter opines about the amount of development that could occur on the 
former Levitz site and states that this would result in additional traffic. It is too 
speculative to determine what may be developed in the future on the former Levitz 
property. However, the Levitz site is part of the Beach Edinger Specific Plan totals 
and is therefore, included in cumulative analysis in the Draft EIR. The 
environmental analysis provided in Chapter 4 (Environmental Analysis) of the Draft 
EIR includes a cumulative analysis of each issue area studied. The cumulative 
analysis considers the proposed project in conjunction with other area projects as 
listed in Table 3-3 on pages 3-17 to 3-19 of Chapter 3 (Project Description). 

Furthermore, as discussed in Section 4.13 (Transportation/Traffic) of the Draft EIR, 
implementation of the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts associated with traffic. The project-specific and cumulative traffic impacts 
are the result of future contributions to projected regional deficiencies on the I-405 
freeway. There are no mitigation measures feasible to reduce such an impact because 
the measures themselves require substantial infrastructure changes in the interchange 
and on the freeway which cannot be reasonably completed concurrent with 
development of a project. Currently, there are no standard thresholds to evaluate the 
significance of freeway and interchange impacts; thus, this is considered a significant 
and unavoidable impact 

VERB-24 The commenter expresses concern about the carbon monoxide generated by the 
proposed project. As discussed on page 4.2-35 of the Draft EIR, future CO 
concentrations near intersections projected to operate at LOS D or worse in 2030 
would not exceed national or State ambient air quality standards. Therefore, the 
contribution of project traffic-related CO would not exceed established thresholds. 

VERB-25 The commenter expresses support for the project. No response is required. 

VERB-26 The comment questions the notification process for the Draft EIR. For notification 
of a Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines section 15087a requires: 

(1) Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the area affected by the proposed project. If more than one area is 
affected, the notice shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation from 
among the newspapers of general circulation in those areas. 

(2) Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area where the 
project is to be located. 
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(3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the 
parcel or parcels on which the project is located. Owners of such property shall be 
identified as shown on the latest equalized assessment roll. 

As disclosed in the commenter’s exchange with Jane James, Huntington Beach 
Senior Planner, the Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR was published in the 
Huntington Beach Independent and was also noticed to all property owners and 
tenants within one thousand feet of the project area. Thus, the project notification 
complies with the CEQA requirements. 

VERB-27 The comment expresses concern about the project attracting gang activity. The 
connection of “young people” with gangs expressed in the comment is unsupported. 
This is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does 
not raise any specific environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded to 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed 
project. 

VERB-28 The comment incorrectly states that the cumulative analysis in the Draft EIR did not 
include a number of projects (i.e., Beach/Edinger Corridor, Golden West College, 
CVS, etc.). The environmental analysis provided in Chapter 4 (Environmental 
Analysis) of the Draft EIR includes a cumulative analysis of each issue area studied. 
The cumulative analysis considered the proposed project in conjunction with other 
area projects as listed in Table 3-3 on pages 3-17 to 3-19 of Chapter 3 (Project 
Description) which includes The Ripcurl project, the Beach/Edinger Corridor 
project, the Golden West College Master Plan, and the CVS Pharmacy. 

VERB-29 The commenter asked if Old World [Village] was notified of the Draft EIR hearing 
and the impacts of the project. As discussed in Response to Comment VERB-26, the 
Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR was published in the Huntington Beach 
Independent and was also noticed to all property owners and tenants within one 
thousand feet of the project area. Thus, owners and tenants of the Old World Village 
were notified of the availability of the EIR. 

10.3.5 Public Comment Forms (The Village at Bella Terra Draft EIR 
Public Meeting), July 30, 2008 

 Mootchnik, Bobble (Moot) 

MOOT-1 See response JACK-5 for local traffic impacts. With respect to the freeway, the 
Measure M renewal includes funds for widening the freeway and a detailed design 
and environmental study funded by OCTA is about to commence. That study will 
address both freeway widening and freeway access. 
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MOOT-2 The comment opines that the low-cost housing proposed as part of the project will 
not be acceptable to people living in the larger, higher-end, units. This is a project-
related comment and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, and does not raise any specific environmental issue. All comments will be 
forwarded to decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the 
proposed project. 

MOOT-3 The commenter states that Golden West College is a community college, and not a 
University campus with the need for housing. As stated in Chapter 3 (Project 
Description), Section 3.6, page 3-14, the City’s objectives, specifically with regards to 
the residential portion of the proposed project are as follows: 

■ Expand residential opportunities in the Edinger Corridor to provide a greater 
number and variety of housing options and a stronger base for the commercial 
sector of the Edinger Corridor. 

■ Ensure the proposed residential development complies with the City’s 
affordable housing requirements and includes an affordable housing 
component. 

Similarly, on page 3-14, the Applicant’s objectives with regards to the residential 
portion of either Option 1 or Option 2 of The Village at Bella Terra project are as 
follows: 

■ Housing: Provide an economically viable mixed use residential element to Bella 
Terra in order to assist the city in meeting is housing goals and to expand the 
client base for retail and restaurant uses at Bella Terra. 

■ Commercial Phasing and Residential Density: Maintain ability to build 
commercial and residential area in phases to provide a population base to help 
support the commercial, residential, and office uses consistent with the purpose 
of Bella Terra. 

The objectives of the proposed project do not specifically target Golden West 
College. All comments will be forwarded to decision-makers prior to their 
consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

MOOT-4 Sections 4.11 and 4.12 of the Draft EIR include an analysis of the impacts the 
proposed project would have on the City’s fire protection and police services, parks 
and open space areas, as well as schools. See responses to comments HBEB-5, 
HBEB-7, and VERB-12 regarding fire protection and police services, as well as parks 
and open space. As discussed on pages 4.11-18 and 4.11-19 of the Draft EIR, the 
Huntington Beach Union High School District (HBUHSD) and the Ocean View 
School District (OVSD) anticipate that high school and elementary school 
enrollment will be lower in upcoming years and will continue to decline in the future. 
Due to declining enrollment within each District, new students generated as a result 
of development under either Option of the proposed project would not result in 
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overcrowding and would likely help offset the current declining population. With the 
implementation of the City requirements identified on page 4.11-19 of the Draft EIR 
(CR4.11-1 and CR4.11-2), fees collected under the authority of SB50 would offset 
any additional increase in educational demand at the elementary school, middle 
school, and high school serving the project site. Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project would not require any new or physically altered school facilities to 
serve the project, the construction of which could result in significant environmental 
impacts. 

MOOT-5 The commenter indicates that all proposed projects in the area should be studied 
together and that studying them only on an individual basis is inadequate. The 
environmental analysis provided in Chapter 4 (Environmental Analysis) of the Draft 
EIR includes a cumulative analysis of each issue area studied. The cumulative 
analysis considers the proposed project in conjunction with other area projects as 
listed in Table 3-3 on pages 3-17 to 3-19 of Chapter 3 (Project Description). 

MOOT-6 See response to comment JACK-2. 

MOOT-7 This comment opines that the proposed project, along with other projects proposed 
in the area, should be scaled “way back.” This is a project-related comment and is 
not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does not 
raise any specific environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded to decision-
makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed project. 

MOOT-8 See responses to JACK-5 and MOOT-1. 

MOOT-9 The commenter has indicated “air quality” as a comment, but has not included a 
specific question or comment regarding air quality. It is unclear as to what the 
commenter is referring to with respect to air quality. The Draft EIR has concluded 
significant and unavoidable air quality impacts as a result of constructing and 
operating the proposed project. 

MOOT-10 The commenter opines about our quality of life. This is a project-related comment 
and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and does 
not raise any specific environmental issue. All comments will be forwarded to 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of whether to approve the proposed 
project. 




